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INTRODUCTION

| daho has a wide spectrum of fish habitats, ranging from col dwat er,
typical trout habitat of the central |daho nountains, to the warner
waters of the lower valleys. Native gane fishes present when the territory
was settled were prinmarily salnonids (trouts, char, salnon and whitefish).
The uni que white sturgeon and burbot conpleted the list of fish that we
presently classify as ganme species.

Near the turn of the century the begi nning of an ongoi ng introduction
of nonnative fish species began. The list of salnonids in the state was
expanded by the introduction of brown trout, golden trout, brook trout,
| ake trout and others. Additional inmportant introduced species include
five nenbers of the catfish famly, eight centrarchids (bass and sunfish),

two percids (yellow perch and wall eye) and northern pike.

OF 70 species reported as present in Idaho (Sinmpson and Wl | ace,
1978), 37 are classified by the state as gane fish. Despite the array
of available fish there remains a high | evel of interest in alternate or
addi tional species and the search for superior performing fish continues.

Several factors probably contribute to the desire to inport additiona
speci es of nonnative fish. Paranount might be the presence of a |arge
anount of water that is of a type of habitat that produces neither good
col dwater fisheries nor good warmwvater fisheries. Wuld species adapted
to 'in between" conditions be nore satisfactory? Ease of intrastate
travel to a wide range of fishery types and an increase in fishing
reports and stories on television and in nagazines may also stimnmulate a
desire to duplicate, close to hone, sonme of the better-producing fisheries.



In the last two decades fishery agencies in many states, with |daho
bei ng no exception, have been hard-pressed and often unable to keep pace
with the increasing human demands upon fisheries. The 1950's panacea of
st ocki ng catchabl e-si zed rai nbow trout can no longer fill the need--
practically, economcally or in the preference of anglers. It is natural
therefore, that people will continue to explore the possibility that
addi ti onal nonnative fish species will inprove the state's fisheries.

Recently, many correspondents have focused particular attention on
wal | eye, Stizostedion vitreumvitreum (Mtchill), as a nonnative fish

that purportedly holds great prom se for inproving Idaho's fisheries.

We have reason to believe that sone wal |l eye proponents have made and nay
continue to nake illegal introductions of walleye. This practice could
prove harm ess in sonme waters, beneficial in others, but could be damagi ng
to sonme established, prized fish popul ations. The cost for chem ca
renoval of unwanted fishes has become extreme and we have | earned at the
cost of nmuch noney, tinme and hard work that chemical treatnment is rarely
effective for nore than a short period.

There was sufficient stimulus for thorough consideration of nore
use of walleye in Idaho, both within and outside the Department of Fish
and Game, that a review group conposed of nembers of the Departnent's
fisheries research section and the University of Idaho's fisheries staff
was assenbl ed. The group was charged with providi ng Departnental gui dance
on the expansion of walleye distribution. This report provi des background
i nformati on as supplied by the review group and the recomendati ons of

the Department for a short-termwall eye expansi on program

Primary considerations in the review process were the |imol ogical
and biol ogical compatibility of potential receiving waters for wall eye,

potential conpatibility of walleye with other species, and sociol ogi ca

consi der ati ons.



Regardl ess of our attenpts for a conpletely objective approach, we
shoul d not expect this analysis to be accepted by all. Seem ngly unchange-

abl e positions, for and agai nst expansion of walleye, have been noted in
letters and news articles. Some folks will continue to feel that walleye
shoul d play a nuch greater role in Idaho fisheries, sone would |like the

role to be less, and others will insist upon no further introduction of

exotics. However, it is our hope that this analysis will serve as

evi dence that the issue has received a considered and deliberate review

and that the reconmendations herein will be accepted as a |ogical short-
termplan for walleye

DESCRI PTI ON OF WALLEYE

Taxonom sts have categorized wall eye as a nmenber of the C ass
Gst ei cht hyes (bony fishes), Oder Percifornmes, in the perch fanmly
(Percidae) (Bailey et al. 1970). Cose relatives to walleye in the

perch famly include the yell ow perch (Perca flavescens) and the sauger

(Stizostedion canadense). The yell ow perch and the wal |l eye are the only

menbers of the perch famly known to be present in |daho.
Si npson and Wl | ace (1978) describe the walleye as:

"Body el ongate, spindle shaped, greatest depth at the anterior
portion of the first dorsal. Head el ongate; nouth |arge and terninal
jaws of equal length and with strong teeth; cheeks scal el ess;
maxillary extending to the posterior edge of eye. Lateral I|ine
conpl ete, high, slightly curved; lateral |ine scales usually 85-92,
strongly ctenoid. Dorsal fins two and separate; first dorsal high
arched, long; usually 14 strong spines; second dorsal as high or
hi gher with 1 spine and 18-22 rays; caudal fin |long and forked;
anal fin with 2 spines and 12 or 13 rays; pectoral fins with a
singl e spine. Back and sides olive-buff; back with 6-8 faint black

bl ot ches; sides finely nottled with black or brown; belly white.’



Figure 1. Natural distribution of walleye (Stizostedion V. vitreum) in North
America (from Freshwater Fishes ot Canada, Scott and Crossman,

1973).
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NATURAL HI STORY.

The original distribution of the walleye was linmted to the fresh
water of North Anerica fromthe Arctic coast to the Gulf coast and the
eastern slopes of the Rocky Myuntains to the Atlantic coast (Fig. 1).

It occurred fromthe Mackenzie River in the Northwest Territories,

sout heast across Hudson's Bay to Quebec, south through New Hanpshire,

New York and Pennsyl vani a, al ong the west slopes of the Appal achi an
Mountai ns to Al abama, north and west through the eastern half of states
from Okl ahoma to North Dakota, then northwest through the Peace, Athabasca
and Mackenzie river drainages. A residual, apparently native, stock is
found al ong the central Atlantic seaboard (Pennsylvania to North Carolina).
It has been widely introduced within and outside of its original range

and is now present in 42 states.

In Idaho, Sinpson and Wal |l ace (1978) report that creel census
personnel recorded five walleye fromPend Oeille Lake in 1951, but also
that they may have been nisidentified since no walleye have been reported
in Pend Oeille since. The first recorded wall eye introduction in the
state was in 1974 when the Department obtained two nmillion eggs from
M nnesota and stocked walleye in Salnon Falls Reservoir (Twin Falls
County) and Mud Lake (Jefferson County). From 1976 through 1979 wal |l eye
fry were stocked in Sal non Falls Reservoir and Oneida (Narrows) Reservoir
(Franklin County). The Salnon Falls and Oneida introductions have been
successful, with four-to-five-pound fish taken fromboth. The introduction
into Mud Lake apparently was unsuccessful, for no wall eye have ever been
reported. The state record is a 7 Ib. 11 oz. walleye taken from Sal non
Fal | s Reservoir.



No aut hori zed distribution, besides that nentioned above, has
occurred in I daho. However, unsubstantiated but plausible runors have
wal | eye introduced by various neans into several bodies of water. The
Bear River drainage has produced wal |l eye for anglers up and downstream
of Oneida Reservoir (Heiner, pers. comm). Their distribution apparently
has been through natural novenent. The Washi ngton Departnent of Gane
has introduced walleye into the Colunbia R ver system (nmost recently the
Pend Oreille River) and it is possible that some upstream noverment wll

occur into |daho waters.

Wal | eye are present in McNary Reservoir on the Col unbia River,
whi ch gives them access to the | ower Snake River. National Marine
Fi sheries Service personnel have seen a few walleye in the Snake bel ow
| ce Harbor Dam (Bennett 1979). Direct access to the |Idaho Snake River
via the | ower Snhake River dans' reservoirs, fish |adders and navi gation
|l ocks is available. Bennett (1979) specul ated that wal |l eye densities in
the | ower Snake River reservoirs will probably increase over a 20-year
span.

VWALLEYE REQUI REMENTS

Di stribution

Walleye are limted to fresh water although some have been found in
bracki sh water. Stocks originated fromthe M ssissippi and Atlantic
glacial refugium This species fornms a donminant part of the fish fauna
in large nesotrophic | akes, reservoirs and rivers, particularly in the
boreal forest zone. The present range of self-sustaining populations is
about 30° to 70° latitude.



Spawni ng

Spawni ng occurs in the spring or early sunmer (March 10 to late
June), dependent on latitude and water tenperature. An optimal condition
for gonadal maturation exists when the fish are exposed to 43°F or | ower
for 185 days. No viable spawn occurs when fish are maintained at a
nm ni mum t enperature of 54°F during the winter nmonths. After being
exposed t 0 winter tenperatures, prespawni ng behavi or may conmence when
the water tenperature is as |low as 34'F. Spawni ng has been known to
take place over a tenperature range of 36° to 60°F, while the optinum
tenperature is between 43° to 48°F

Spawni ng occurs over a range of substrate fromsilt, sand, vegetation
coarse gravel, to boulder with the preferred being coarse gravel
Avail ability of suitable substrate appears to be a critical factor for
spawni ng success (0.6% on nmud to 35. 7% on gravel rubble) as spawning
success generally increases with the size of the gravel. Spawning
behavior is such that nales arrive on the spawning grounds first and are
nonterritorial. Walleyes are broadcast spawners with the eggs being
denersal and adhesive and hatching in 12-14 days. Mirtality fromegg to
fry stage has been estimated as high as 99.5%for walleye in poor conditions
and about 25% under good conditions. The opti mumincubation tenperature
is 48° to 54°F. Optinmumyields of swimup |arvae occur when initiated
i ncubation tenperatures are raised 1.8°F/ day. Ri sing tenperature regines
al so favor shorter hatching periods and a | ower incidence of abnormalities.
Wl | eye enbryos are tolerant of tenperature fluctuations within the
42.8° to 66.6°F range. Wave action and water fluctuations usually have
an adverse effect on the spawni ng grounds by the dewatering of the
particular site (note: reservoir fluctuations in certain tinmes with
resul tant beach erosion continually produced new areas of sandy substrate
that are excellent spawni ng grounds). Also, the strength in a particul ar
year class has been correlated with the June rainfall during the year
hat ched



Tenperature Requirenents

Tenperature tolerance for walleye ranges from32° to 90°F with the
physi ol ogi cal optinmum being 73°F. The preferred sumer water tenperature
ranges from69° to 74°F. Based on these characteristics walleye are

referred to as a ‘coolwater” fish.

Preferred Environnent

Walleye will usually reach their greatest abundance in | arge neso-
trophic | akes, reservoirs and rivers with Secchi disc neasurenent readi ngs
of one to two neters. Suitable |akes are generally over 1,000 acres.
Favorable pH is between 6 and 9. Humi c aci d-stai ned | akes are acceptable.
They tolerate up to 15,000 ng/1l dissolved solids, with an opti num range
of 40-80ng/1 (Col by et al. 1979).

Because their retinal structure is unusually sensitive to light,
wal | eye seek areas of subdued |ight. Underwater observations nade by
Ryder (1977) found that adult walleye were active in turbid regions of a
| ake but rested in contact-with the substrate in clear-water regions
during daylight hours.

Young of the Year

The yol k sac absorption is tenperature-initiated and occurs rapidly,
thus feeding nmust take place within three days of hatching prior to the
di sappearance of the yolk sac if the swimup |larvae are to survive
Wl | eyes denonstrate a change from positive to negative phototaxis by
di spersing into the upper |evels of open water by 10 to 15 days after
hatching and by the latter part of the sumer noving toward the bottom
Fry generally feed on zoopl ankton until about three inches |ong and then
turn to a fish diet. Gowh rate of young wal |l eye appears to be nore
tenmperature-rel ated than photoperiod-rel ated. The optimum tenperature
for gromh also varies with the initial size or age of the individua
(3.3-inch fish is 72°F while 2.6-inch fish is 77°F).



GROWH

Gowh of walleye is quite varied anong bodi es of water and appears
to be nost affected by tenmperature and anount of food consuned. A
comon growth pattern seens to exist for walleye for nost bodies of
water during their first year of life. Young-of-the-year growth rates
gradual 'y increase during spring and early sumer, becomn ng constant
t hroughout the sunmer until |ate sunmer or early autumm, when the rate
begi ns to decrease (Forney and Ei pper 1963; Baker 1966; Ginstead 1971).
Si ze and type of forage species has sonme effect on young-of-the-year
wal | eye growth. Mrsell (1970) found that growth of walleye fingerlings
i n Escanaba Lake, W sconsin, depended on the size of perch fry, the
domi nant prey. Walleye growh was the highest when they were nore than

twice as long as perch fry.

In general, the growth of adult walleyes is fastest in the nore
southern regions of their range and slower in the nore northern regions.
Average total lengths at the end of their first year have been observed
to range between 2.5 inches (Killens Reservoir, Mntana) and 18.1 inches
(Belton Reservoir, Texas). As with gromh, the average |ife expectancy
of walleye varies with latitude. Wiere wall eyes grow fast and mature
early, their life span is shortened. Near the extrene northern limts
of its range, the walleye lives to 12-15 years of age, while near the
southern limts live expectancy is 5-7 years. Gowh rates for walleye
i nhabi ting waters surrounding | daho are given in Table 1. Linmted
i nformati on from Sal nron Falls Reservoir, |daho, suggests that walleye
growh in Idaho waters is consistent with growmh in other waters nearhy
to I daho.



Size and age of walleye in representative Montana, Utah,

Washington, and Idaho waters.

Table 1.
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An inverse rel ationship between wall eye popul ati on density and
growm h has been docunented by a number of authors (Carlander 1948;
Carl ander and Whitney 1961; Koshi nsky 1965; Beeton 1966). G owth was
rapid in the first year after stocking in Canton Reservoir, klahoms,
then declined in later years until a stable rate devel oped, presumably
reflecting the stabilization of a growing walleye population (Lew s
1970). Stroud (1949) concluded that a reduction in rapid growth rate of
wal | eyes after nine years of inpoundnment of Norris Reservoir, Tennessee,
was probably due to a decreased food supply, acconpani ed by an increased
popul ati on density. Woning Gane and Fi sh Departnent (Wite, pers.
comm) found that growth rates of walleye slowed considerably in Sem noe
Reservoir due to the natural forage species being renoved by wall eye.
I nterspecific conpetition has been cited as a factor contributing to a
reduced growth of rate of Lake W nnebago, Wsconsin, walleye which nust
conpete with burbot, sauger and yellow perch for a linited nunber of
forage fishes (Priegle 1969).

A sexual difference in growh rates is characteristic of walleyes,
with fermal e i ndividuals exceeding the male growth by as early as the
first year (Stroud 1949) or as late as the eighth year (Rawson 1957).

COVPETI Tl ON

Conpetition anmong wal | eye and between wal | eyes and ot her fish nmay
occur primarily with regard to food supplies. Walleye fry may have to
conpete with other planktivorous fishes at the juvenile stage. Johnson
(1969) suggested that conpetition for food in Lake W nni bi goshi sh and
Cut f oot Sioux Lake, Wsconsin, occurs nostly during the first 60 days of
life, when the young wall eyes are feeding |largely on plankton and insects,
or when they are nmaking the transition to a predonmi nantly fish diet.
However, cannibalismcan be the npost inportant source of fry nortality,
especially when food is scarce. Forney (1974) found in Onei da Lake, New
York, that cannibalismby ol der walleyes increased during periods of |ow
| evel s of yell ow perch abundance, suggesting that yellow perch act as a
buf fer species controlling the degree of cannibalism

11



Adult wal | eye are known to.conpete for food with such fish as
northern pi ke, yellow perch, sauger, smallnouth bass and | argenouth
bass. In WIlson Lake, M nnesota, Johnson (1977) denonstrated that the
wal | eye standing crop in a relatively sinple fish community could be
i ncreased as much as one-third with white sucker renmoval. In this
i nstance white suckers were the primary conpetitor with wall eyes and

other predators for insect food.

Being a top predator, adult walleye are not usually preyed upon by
other fish species. Northern pike is probably the nmost inportant predator
on adult walleye over nuch of its range (Scott and Crossman 1973).
However, a nunber of other species of fish including carp, perch and

bul l heads will prey on walleye eggs.

Wal | eyes can probably outconpete nost other fish species and can
probably adversely affect gane fish species when the forage food base is
limted. Beard (1982) found that when walleye fingerlings were introduced
into Canp Lake, Wsconsin, they were effective predators on bl uegil

fingerlings.

The Utah Division of Wldlife Resources found that U ah chub were
i ncapabl e of maintaining thenselves in the face of substantial walleye
popul ations. In Lake Powell, where a substantial threadfin shad popul ation
exi sts, the walleye were influencing the | argenpbuth bass and crappie
popul ati ons (Andriano, pers. conm, see Appendix). Woning' s efforts in
expandi ng wal | eye range have shown that in reservoirs originally stocked
wi th sal nonids, walleye predation on trout caused revision in managenent

pl ans for these bodies of water.

Al t hough wal | eyes in sone | akes and streans share their spawning

grounds with suckers and northern pi ke, which spawn nore or |ess concur-
rently, no serious conpetition for spawni ng grounds has been reported in

the literature.
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Carp serve poorly as a forage species due to their rapid growth
rate. Priegle (1970) observed that considerable walleye egg nortality
can result when carp nove into walleye spawni ng marshes to spawn i nmedi ately
after conpletion of the walleye run. In the process of spawning, the
carp roil up the bottom and di sl odge the wal |l eye eggs fromthe vegetative
mats, causing themto settle on the silt bottom where they quickly die

fromlack of oxygen

In Idaho, a serious concern is the potential of walleye to inpact
sal noni ds. Case histories of what happens when wal |l eye and sal noni ds
are forced to coexist are not common. Mst state fishery agencies have
avoi ded placing walleye into direct conpetition with sal monids. The
Mont ana departnment s philosophy is that introducing walleye in trout
wat ers does not have a very high potential for inproving fishing and,
al so, has a potential for causing danage to native species (Witney,

pers. conm, see AppendiXx).

Wal | eye have not been introduced in northern California because of
concern for their possible inpact on sal non, steel head, sturgeon and
striped bass (Fisk, pers. comm, see AppendiX).

Utah's departnment has not introduced wal |l eye and sal noni ds t oget her
because they believe that sal nonids could not conpete with walleye
(Andri ano, pers. comm, see Appendi x). However, they are considering

expanding their walleye programin waters of the 'cool water’ type.

In New Mexico, it is suspected that wall eye are suppressing trout
in the one | ake where both species are present. The New Mexi co depart nent
has resisted stocking walleye in salnonid waters (M eskey, pers

conm, see AppendiXx).

The policy of Colorado Division of Wldlife is to not stock wall eye
in trout waters (Wodling, pers. comm, see Appendix). In Lake Roosevelt,
Washi ngton, the abundance of trout did not appear to be harnmed with the
increase in walleye. However, Lake Roosevelt is a very |large and conpl ex
ecosystemwith the probability that several species serve as a buffer

bet ween wal | eye and trout.
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Bennett (1979) revi ewed sal nonid and wal |l eye interacti ons and found
evi dence of adverse effects of walleye upon trout in reservoirs of the
North Pl att drainage of Woni ng, where walleye were found to feed heavily
upon new y-rel eased hatchery trout. The Wom ng experi ence was anplified
by Joe Wiite, State Fish Warden (see Appendix), who stated, 'In any
reservoir that was originally stocked with sal nmonids, the conpetition
with the walleye or possibly lack of conpetition, since the sal nonids
appear to be quickly eaten, have required a conplete revision of our

managenent plans. On sone of these lakes it is conpletely inpractica

now to stock fingerling trout because returns to the creel are extrenely
low. This is alnpst certain in nost instances to be a direct result of
wal | eye predation. | cannot think of a single place where | consider a

wal | eye fishery and a trout fishery as being conpatible."

Feedi ng of Colunbia R ver walleye was started by Maul e (pers.
comm, see Appendi x), who found that sal nonids conprised about 5% of
wal | eye stonmach contents. However an inpact assessnent is not presently
possible due to the lack of a population estimate for wall eye.

FI SHERY CHARACTERI STI CS

Where wal | eye provide well -established fisheries they are highly
esteemed. Popular witers frequently refer to their top-quality table
value. Carhart (1949) attested that "You can eat walleye |onger, day
after day, meal after neal, wi thout bal king, than any other fish
" Niemuth et al. (1962) described the flesh as "...firm white,
fairly dry, bone-free...(and) highly prized as a food fish.” An angler

know. '

survey in Ontario, Canada, showed that the walleye was the ganme species
nost often sought (Scott and Crossnan 1973).

Sporting qualities are less frequently referred to in the literature.
Madsen (1982) characterized walleye in Nebraska as putting up a short,
hard fight, but lacking the flourish and stam na of rainbow trout or

| ar genout h bass
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Fi shing nethods vary according to wal |l eye behavior at different
year|ly seasons. Harlan and Speaker (1956) report in lowa that "...the
time-honored nethod of trolling with m nnow spinner conbi nations or
artificial lures is usually as productive as any. Scott and O ossman
(1956) report angling methods as "...still fishing with live mnnows as
bait or with artificial |lures such as spinners, spoons, plugs and jigs.
Drifting and trolling seek out the schools of noving walleye. The two
twilight periods of sunset and sunrise are the nost productive. Baits
that simulate a forage fish seemto be the universal standard.

Ef fective wal |l eye fishing apparently requires some specialization
Baxter and Sinon (1970) suggested for Wom ng that anglers be educated
to the art of catching walleye. Prentice et al. (1977) noted that
"...many Texas fishermen have conpl ained that walleye are too difficult
to catch...” and recomended i nformation and education progranms to aid
fishermen in harvesting wall eye. Goodson (1966) reported sinilar harvest
problems with walleye in California. It is possible that coverage in
t he popul ar communi cati ons nedia and an increased conmuni cati on anong
fi shernen has | essened this problem

In Wsconsin, anglers find walleye fishing nost productive either
while ice fishing or soon after spawning, but experience difficulty
catching wall eye in the sumrer (Klingbiel, pers. comm, Wsconsin Departnent
of Natural Resources). Colby et al. (1979), after reviewing catch rates
for 105 bodies of water, rated a catch of 0.3 walleye per hour as a good
fishery. The 'good’ catch rates were common in Ontario waters, but much

less frequent in United States waters. In Roosevelt Lake, Washington,

boat angl ers averaged a conparatively good catch rate of 0.51 walleye/hr.
and bank anglers 0.1 walleye/hr. in 1980 (Harper et al. 1980).

Rye Patch Reservoir, Nevada, provided a poor walleye catch rate of
0.01/hr. in 1980 (Weller 1981).

15



In a review of angling exploitation for eight U S. and Canadi an
waters, Colby et al. (1979) found a range of 7%to 47% of the walleye
popul ati on bei ng harvested. The average exploitation was 22% 1In
W sconsin, Maz (1968) indicated 25% for an average representative
annual exploitation rate, with any broad deviations to be considered as

unusual |y high or | ow exploitation

FI SHERY MANAGEMENT PRACTI CES

Most of the usual neans to reduce exploitation, such as creel and
size limts, and season closures, have been practiced with walleye with
varyi ng degrees of effectiveness. Colby et al. (1979) reports daily
catch limts for states and Canadi an provi nces generally range from
6-10 with extrenes of 5 and 15 al so noted. ldaho's present limt of 5

is anong the nost restrictive

In Washi ngton's Roosevelt Lake, anglers are allowed to take 15
wal | eye, of which no nore than five can exceed 20 inches. Harper et al.
(1980) points out that the Washington limts do not significantly affect

harvest since the limting criteria are sel dom attai ned.

Season cl osures are commonly used to protect spawners in the spring
(one to three nonths). However, year-round fishing does occur in nany
states. Immture walleye are often protected by minimuimsize linits
that range from 12-15 inches.

Nebraska provides no cl osed season for walleye and no size limt,
except in one experinental situation (Madsen 1982). Wsconsin, which
lies in the center of the original range of walleye, typically regul ates
wal | eye fishing with a spawni ng season closure (1 March to 1 May), a bag
limt of five, and no length linit (K ingbiel, pers. comm)
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HATCHERY PRACTI CES

St ocki ng wal | eye has proven effective in nmany cases as a neans of
est abl i shing new popul ati ons or augnenti ng weak popul ati ons. Mai ntenance
stocking prograns are comopn in waters with unfavorable conditions for

nat ural reproduction

In mdwestern states wall eye eggs for stocking prograns are obtained
fromwild fish that are netted on spawni ng grounds. |ncubation is done
in hatching jars. Drainable "natural  ponds are used for rearing. Such
ponds require intensive managenment of nutrients to support the early
rearing food supply, and periodic partial harvest to reduce cannibalism
and pronote growth throughout the popul ation. Forage fish nust be used

to grow wal | eye beyond an advanced fingerling stage (Kl ingbiel 1969).

Stocking rates used in the mdwest are extrenely variable from
state to state. Usually any rel ationship between stocking rate and
i nfl uence upon a popul ation is not obvious. Wsconsin uses a sliding
scal e gui deline based upon the size of |akes, whereby a 100-acre | ake
woul d receive 20 fingerlings/acre and a 1,000-acre | ake woul d receive
7.8/ acre (Klingbiel 1969).

Mai nt enance stocking of fry in a Colorado reservoir was prescribed
for four-year cycles as follows, after ten years of study (Puttmann and
Weber 1980):

Year 1 - Stock at 2,000 fry/surface acre
Year 2 - Stock at 3,000 fry/surface acre
Year 3 - No stocking
Year 4 - No stocking

Rearing and stocking regines for walleye differ considerably from
t echni ques used for sal nonids. Concrete raceways and manufactured feeds
are not usable. In lIdaho, unless new facilities are devel oped, stocking
newl y hatched fry as has been done in the past is the only practica

nmeans of stocking.
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The Department has stocked walleye fry in five past years (Table 2).
In two years, eyed eggs were obtained out-of-state, incubated at Departnent

hat cheri es and stocked as newl y-hatched fry. In the later years fry

fromout-of-state were delivered directly to the receiving waters by the

U S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The fry stocking has produced fisheries

and reproduci ng popul ations in Oneida and Sal non Falls reservoirs.

I daho' s stocking data show that fry stocking densities of about 400
and 1,200 per surface acre have produced satisfactory results at Sal non
Fall s and Oneida reservoirs, respectively. Mud Lake, which received

only 63 per surface acre, nmay have been understocked.

SUI TABI LI TY OF | DAHO WATERS

In reviewing ldaho waters to determine their potential suitability
for establishnent of walleye, we considered the following main factors

on a water-by-water basis:

1. Physical suitability - such as, size of a body of water,
dept h, drawdown during spawni ng period, availability of spawning

substrate, water clarity and tenperature.

2. Bi ol ogi cal suitability - mainly the presence or potential for

an abundance of forage fish.

3. Suitability regardi ng connecting drai nages - the potential for
wal | eye to spread into connecting waters where their establish-

ment would conflict with other fisheries.

4. Adequacy of existing fishery, and conpatibility with existing

fishery or with firmy established nanagenent goal s.

We revi ewed nost | akes and reservoirs in the state that exceed
about 100 acres. Certain exclusions were nmade for reasons of obvious
unsuitability, such as al pine |akes and the oligotrophic Stanley Basin

| akes.
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Tabl e 2.

Hi story of walleye fry stocking in |daho.

Year Hat chery Sour ce Recei vi ng Wat er Nunmber
1974 Asht on M nnesot a Mud Lake 455, 000
1974 Twin Falls M nnesot a Sal mon Falls Reservoir 1, 502, 000
1975 None St ocked

1976 Anerican Falls Utah Onei da Reservoir 525, 000
1976 Twin Falls Ut ah Sal non Falls Reservoir 862, 000
1977 Feder al Kansas Onei da Reservoir 1, 000, 000
1977 Feder al Kansas Sal non Falls Reservoir 1, 700, 000
1978 Feder al So. Dakota Sal non Falls Reservoir 750, 000
1978 Feder al So. Dakota Oneida Reservoir 250, 000
1979 Feder al Kansas Sal non Falls Reservoir 1, 300, 000
1979 Feder al Kansas Onei da Reservoi r 700, 000
1980 None St ocked

1981 None St ocked

1982 None St ocked
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The ideal body of water to consider for nonnative fishes would be

one that is physically and biologically well-suited, on a closed water
systemto prevent spread where unwanted, and with no presently outstanding
fishery or well-supported fishery restoration plans.

Perhaps the nost difficult of the criteria to address was the
matter of connecting water systems. The Lake Roosevelt experience, with
the spread of walleye down the Colunbia River, clearly denonstrates the
ability of walleye to spread their range. C osed water systens that are
wi t hout potential for the spread of fish into other waters are rare in
| daho.

In the Panhandl e regi on nost bodies of water eventually join the
Koot enai, Pend Oreille or Spokane rivers. Many waters that would ot her-
w se be likely candidates for wall eye connect directly with Pend Oeille
and Coeur d' Al ene | akes where kokanee fishery nanagenent is a najor

consi der ati on.

Sout h of the Panhandl e, nearly all waters connect with the Snhake
Ri ver. Any thought of walleye in the upper Snhake nust al so consider the
eventual ity that they would spread through the | ower drainage. W
believe that walleye will eventually spread their range up through the
| ower Snake River reservoirs and perhaps into Hells Canyon. However,
this eventuality may take many years to occur. Also, the long-term
out | ook for the Brownl ee- Oxbow Hel | s Canyon reservoir fisheries is not
clear. These reservoirs presently support good fisheries of both the
col dwater and warmnvater types. It is likely that this condition wll
continue, but we will have a better know edge of these fisheries after
research that will begin in 1983. The present good health of the m xed
col dwat er - war mvat er fi sheries suggests that conditions in the m d-Snhake
reservoirs are quite favorable for wall eye. However, given the presently
good status of the Brownl ee- Oxbow Hel | s Canyon reservoir fisheries,

there is no urgency to introduce new species into those inpoundnents.
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| nasnuch as some inpact on anadronous sal nonids by walleye in the
| ower Snake R ver is possible, the expansion of the walleye's range into
the | ower Snake should not be hastened. The many nillions of dollars
that have been and continue to be invested by the many federal, state
and private groups to arrest and inprove the declined status of the
Snake River anadronous fish runs are sinply too vast to all ow support
for action that can prove to be of further detrinent. Therefore, we
recommend that walleye not be introduced at this tinme into Snake River
i mpoundments or waters that connect to the Snake. The matter should be
reconsi dered at such tine that wall eye may have penetrated and becone
established in the | ower Snake reservoirs.

Forage for walleye can be a linmting factor in many of the waters
under consideration. We considered waters with multiple forage species
as the nost suitable for walleye. Yellow perch are the universal forage
speci es throughout nuch of the natural range of walleye and are present
fromborder to border in Idaho. Yellow perch would be our choice to
work with in any attenpt to nanage a forage base for walleye in |daho.
Waters that will not support abundant yellow perch are low in productivity,
thus would not be attractive prospects for walleye. Al so, yellow perch
provi de popul ar panfish fisheries, which can not be said of npbst other
f orage speci es.

Water tenperature of |daho waters would not be a linmting factor
for walleye. Generally, the high and |ow seasonal tenperature ranges

are well within the walleye's tol erance range.

Another difficult aspect to consider is whether wall eye would be
conpatible with a highly-regarded existing fishery or with firmy estab-
i shed managenent goals or fishery restoration plans. |nasmuch as
wal | eye have the potential for making significant depletions of |ower
food chain fishes, we should heed the cautions expressed by other state
fishery experts and not introduce walleye where they may inpact desirable
exi sting fisheries. An exanple would be Magi ¢ Reservoir, which supports
a highly esteened trout fishery. Magic woul d probably support wall eye,
but to risk inpacting the rainbow fishery woul d be unw se.
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Sorme wat ers, such as Hayden Lake and Henrys Lake, have fisheries
that are not performng as well as our expectations, but firm conmtnents
have been nade to inprove the sal nonid stocks and restoration prograns
are underway. At Pend Oreille Lake a nmulti-million dollar hatchery is

bei ng sought to restore the kokanee fishery. In these instances, it

woul d be contradictory to consider introducing conpetitive species
unl ess, of course, we are willing at this tine to change the long-term

goal s.

A frequently nmentioned concern averse to inporting walleye, even in
a limted nunber of isolated waters, is that it would facilitate unauthor-
i zed introductions by providing a nore handy source of the fish. W
gave this view little credence, feeling that the ease of nbdern transport
already makes it possible to nove fish over |ong distances and that
anyone seriously inclined to do so could acconplish an illegal transpl ant

fromexisting sources of walleye.

Qur approach was to identify waters for introduction of walleye
where they would not have a high likelihood to inpact:

An existing desirable fishery;
2. A course of action that is underway or planned to restore or

enhance a fishery,

3. Anadr onous fish, or
4, Stocks that are afforded priority considerati on by Conmm ssion
policy.

The follow ng process attenpts to identify those waters that have
the physical and biol ogi cal potential for supporting walleye, along with
a listing of constraints in accordance with the foregoing criteria. An

overal | assessnent generalizes the suitability of each water for walleye

The assessnments are necessarily largely subjective, due to the
| arge nunber of waters involved. University of lIdaho staff is currently
devel oping a conmputer nodel that will help predict, in nore detail and
precision, the potential that individual waters have for establishnment
of walleye. Devel opnent of this nodel should be conpleted during the

next year.
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KOOTENAI RI VER DRAI NAGE

McArt hur Reservoir

200 acres, 30 feet maxi mum depth

Species': Rb, Bk, Per, Su, Ch

Primary fisheries: Rb, Bk

Physical suitability: fair

Bi ol ogi cal suitability: good

Dr ai nage conpatibility: poor, due to connection with Kootenay Lake,
B.C., where intensive kokanee restoration programis underway

Conpatibility with managenent goal s: present fishery is not highly
regarded, therefore, goal changes may be possible

Overal | assessnent:
1. May support wal |l eye at noderate | evel
2. Unsui tabl e due to drainage inconpatibility

PEND OREI LLE RI VER DRAI NAGE

Upper

Priest Lake

5,120 acres, 98 feet maxi num depth

Speci es: Kok, ¢, W, Bt, Lt, Rb, Sg, Su, Sh

Primary fisheries: Kok, C

Physical suitability: fair

Bi ol ogi cal suitability: fair

Drai nage conpatibility: poor, due to connection with Priest and
Pend Oreille |akes, where kokanee restoration prograns are
under way

Conpatibility with managenent goals: may conflict w th westslope
cutthroat trout managenent

Overal | assessnent:

1. May support wal |l eye at | ow | evel
2. Unsui tabl e due to conflict with trout nanagenent.
3. Unsui tabl e due to drainage inconpatibility.

Pri est Lake

Oeille,

23,680 acres, 367 feet naxi num depth
Speci es: Kok, Rb, ¢, Bt, Brk, Lnmb, Lt, W, Sg, Su, Sh
Primary fisheries: Kok, Lt, C
Physical suitability: fair
Bi ol ogi cal suitability: fair
Drai nage conpatibility: poor, due to connection with Lake Pend
wher e kokanee restoration programis underway Conpatibility with
managenment goals: may conflict with kokanee,
| ake trout and cutthroat trout restoration
Overal |l assessnment:
1. May support walleye at |ow | evel
2. Unsuitable due to conflicts with sal nonid popul ation
restoration at Priest and Pend Oreille | akes.

! See Appendi x for species abbreviations |ist.
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Pend Oreille Lake
94,600 acres, 1,152 feet maxi mum depth
Speci es: Kok, Rb, C, W, Bt, Per, Lnb, Bn
Primary fisheries: Kok, Rb, Bt
Physical suitability: fair
Bi ol ogi cal suitability: poor, except for sone sl oughs and backwaters
Drai nage conpatibility: no conflict downstream of Al beni Falls Dam
Conpatibility with managenent goal s: inconsistent with major efforts
to restore kokanee
Overal | assessnent:

1. May support walleye at |ow | eve
2. Unsui tabl e due to conflict wth kokanee managenent
Round Lake

120 acres, 37 feet maxi num depth

Species: Rb, Bk, Per, Lnmb, Pu

Primary fisheries: Rb, Per, Pu, Lnb

Physical suitability: fair

Bi ol ogical suitability: fair

Dr ai nage conpatibility: poor, due to connection with Lake Pend

Oeille
Overal | assessnent:
1. May support walleye at |ow | eve
2. Unsui tabl e due to drainage inconpatibility

Cocol al I a Lake
800 acres, 42 feet maxi num depth
Species: Rb, Bk, C, Per, Pu, Bh, Su
Primary fisheries: Rb
Physi cal suitability: good
Bi ol ogi cal suitability: good
Dr ai nage conpatibility: poor, due to connection with Lake Pend

Oeille
Overal | assessnent:
1. May support wal | eye at noderate | eve
2. Unsui tabl e due to drainage inconpatibility

Shepherd Lake
100 acres, 40 feet maxi mum depth
Species: Lmb, Cr, Per, Pu Primary
fisheries: Cr, Lnb Physica
suitability: fair Biologica
suitability: fair
Drai nage conpatibility: poor, due to connection with Lake Pend

Oeille
Overal | assessnent:
1. May support walleye at |ow | eve

2. Unsui tabl e due to existing popul ar panfish fishery
3. Unsui tabl e due to drainage inconpatibility
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Ganbl e Lake

130 acres, 40 feet naxi mum depth

Species: Lnb, Cr, Per, Pu

Primary fisheries: Lnb, Cr

Physical suitability: fair

Bi ol ogical suitability: fair

Drai nage conpatibility: poor, due to connection with Lake
Pend Oreille
Overal | assessnent:

1. May support wal l eye at |ow | evel

2. Unsui tabl e due to existing popul ar panfish
fishery.

3. Unsui tabl e due to drai nage inconpatibility.

Spirit Lake

1,280 acres, 100 feet maxi num depth

Speci es: Rb, Bk, Kok, Lnb, Per, Pu, Su, Cr, Bh

Primary fisheries: Kok, Rb, Lnb, Per

Physical suitability: good

Bi ol ogi cal suitability: good

Drai nage conpatibility: good (closed systen)

Conpatibility with managenent goals: nai ntenance of kokanee
fishery would be a concern if kokanee were utilized as

forage
Overal |l assessnent:
1. May support a good wal | eye popul ati on
2. Moni t or changes in species conposition and abundance

if walleye are introduced.

SPOKANE RI VER DRAI NAGE

Hauser Lake
550 acres, 70 feet maxi num depth
Species: Rb, ¢, Bk, Lmb, Per, Cr, Bh, Pu, Su, Te, Sg, Sh
Primary fisheries: Rb
Physi cal suitability: good
Bi ol ogi cal suitability: good
Drai nage conpatibility: good (closed systen)
Conpatibility with nmanagenent goals: could continue present
popul ar rainbow trout fishery by stocking catchable-sized

fish.

Overal |l assessnent:
1. May support a good wal |l eye popul ati on
2. M nimal conflict with present prograns
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Twi n Lakes
960 acres, 32 feet maxi mum depth
Species: Rb, C, Bk, Per, Lnb, C, Bh, Pu, Su, Te, Sq, Sh
Primary fisheries: Rb, Lnb
Physi cal suitability: good
Bi ol ogi cal suitability: good
Drai nage conpatibility: good (cl osed systen)
Conpatibility with managenent goal s: could continue present
popul ar rai nbow trout fishery by stocki ng catchabl e-si zed

fish
Overal | assessnent:
1. May support a good wal | eye popul ation
2. M nimal conflict with present prograns
Hayden Lake

4,200 acres, 197 feet naxi mum depth

Species: Rb, &, O, Lnb, Per, Sq, Te

Primary fisheries: Rb, ¢, Cr, Per

Physical suitability: good

Bi ol ogi cal suitability: fair

Drai nage conpatibility: good (closed systen)

Conpatibility with managenent goal s: inconsistent wth westslope
cutthroat restoration program Overall assessnent:

1. May support wall eye at |ow | evel

2. Unsuitabl e due to conflict with cutthroat managenent

3. Confirm public preferences for species nmanagenment at
Hayden Lake

Coeur d' Al ene Lake

25,072 acres, 200 feet maxi mum depth

Speci es: Kok, Rb, &, Lnb, Per, C, Bh, Sq, Np, Su, Sh, Te

Primary fisheries: Kok, C, Bh

Physi cal suitability: good

Bi ol ogical suitability: fair

Drai nage conpatibility: no conflict downstream of Post Falls Dam

Conpatibility with managenent goal s: mmi ntenance of najor
kokanee fishery and native cutthroat popul ation are
concerns Overall assessnent:

1. May support a good wal | eye popul ation

2. May conflict with cutthroat trout
managenent, primarily in lower St. Joe River

3. Det erm ne public preferences for species nmanagenent
at Coeur d' Al ene Lake

4. Det ermi ne wal | eye- kokanee interaction at a |ess

i mportant fishery, such as Spirit Lake, before
deciding action for Coeur d' Al ene Lake
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Fer nan Lake

300 acres, 21 feet maximum depth
Speci es: Lnb, Per, Cr, Rb, ¢, Su, Te, Sqg, Sh
Primary fisheries: Lnb, Per, Rb
Physical suitability: good
Bi ol ogi cal suitability: fair
Dr ai nage conpatibility: connects with Coeur d Al ene Lake
Overal | assessnent:
1. May support a fair walleye popul ation
2. Conti ngent upon action at Coeur d Al ene Lake

Ander son Lake

720 acres, 15 feet maxi num depth
Speci es: Lmb, Cr, Per, Bh, Np, Rb, C, Sg, Ch, Su, Sh, Te
Primary fisheries: Lnmb, Bh, Cr
Physical suitability: fair
Bi ol ogi cal suitability: good
Drai nage conpatibility: connects with Coeur d Al ene Lake
Overal |l assessnent:
1. May support a fair walleye popul ation
2. Conti ngent upon action at Coeur d' Al ene Lake

Thonpson Lake

Bl ue

190 acres, 25 feet naxi num depth
Species: Lnmb, Cr, Per, Bh, Np, Rb, C, Sgq, Ch, Su, Sh, Te
Primary fisheries: Lmb, Bh, Cr
Physical suitability: fair
Bi ol ogi cal suitability: good
Drai nage conpatibility: connects with Coeur d' Al ene Lake
Overal |l assessnent:
1. May support a fair walleye popul ation
2. Conti ngent upon action at Coeur d' Al ene Lake

Lake
200 acres, 13 feet maxi num depth
Speci es: Lnmb, Cr, Per, Bh, Np, Rb, C, Sg, Ch, Su, Sh, Te
Primary fisheries: Lnb, Bh, C
Physical suitability: fair
Bi ol ogi cal suitability: good
Drai nage conpatibility: connects with Coeur d Al ene Lake
Overal | assessnent:
1. May support a fair walleye popul ation
2. Conti ngent upon action at Coeur d' Al ene Lake

Bl ack Lake

400 acres, 25 feet maxi mum depth
Species: Lnmb, Cr, Per, Bh, Np, Rb, C, Sg, Ch, Su, Sh, Te
Primary fisheries: Lmb, Bh, Cr
Physical suitability: fair
Bi ol ogi cal suitability: good
Drai nage conpatibility: connects with Coeur d' Al ene Lake
Overal | assessnent:
1. May support a fair walleye popul ation
2. Contingent upon action at Coeur d Al ene Lake
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Swan Lake
660 acres, 21 feet maxi mum depth
Species: Lnmb, C, Per, Bh, Np, Ro, ¢, Sq, Ch, Su, Sh, Te
Primary fisheries: Lnmb, Bh, C
Physical suitability: fair
Bi ol ogi cal suitability: good
Drai nage conpatibility: connects with Coeur d Al ene Lake
Overal |l assessment:
1. May support a fair wall eye popul ation
2. Conti ngent upon action at Coeur d' Al ene Lake

Cave Lake
700 acres, 25 feet maxi num depth
Species: Lnb, C, Per, Bh, Np, Rb, &, Sgq, Ch, Su, Sh, Te
Primary fisheries: Lnb, Bh, Cr
Physical suitability: fair
Bi ol ogi cal suitability: good
Drai nage conpatibility: connects with Coeur d Al ene Lake
Overal | assessnent:
1. May support a fair wall eye popul ation
2. Conti ngent upon action at Coeur d' Al ene Lake

Medi ci ne Lake
340 acres, 20 feet maxi mum depth
Species: Lnb, Cr, Per, Bh, Np, Rb, ¢, Sq, Ch, Su, Sh, Te
Primary fisheries: Lnb, Bh, Cr
Physical suitability: fair
Bi ol ogi cal suitability: good
Drai nage conpatibility: connects with Coeur d' Al ene Lake
Overal | assessnent:
1. May support a fair wall eye popul ation
2. Conti ngent upon action at Coeur d' Al ene Lake

Killarney Lake
500 acres, 25 feet maxi mum depth
Species: Lnb, G, Per, Bh, Np, Rb, &, Sg, Ch, Su, Sh, Te
Primary fisheries: Lnb, Bh, Cr
Physical suitability: fair
Bi ol ogi cal suitability: good
Drai nage conpatibility: connects with Coeur d Al ene Lake
Overal | assessnent:
1. May support a fair walleye popul ation
2. ontingent upon action at Coeur d Al ene Lake
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Rose Lake
300 acres, 16 feet maximum depth
Species: Lnb, Cr, Per, Bh, Np, Rb, Ct, Sq, Ch, Su, Sh, Te
Primary fisheries: Lnb, Bh, Cr
Physical suitability: fair
Bi ol ogi cal suitability: good
Dr ai nage conpatibility: connects with Coeur d'Al ene Lake
Overal |l assessnment:
1. May support a fair walleye popul ation
2. Conti ngent upon action at Coeur d Al ene Lake

Bull Run Lake
100 acres, 20 feet maxi mum depth
Species: Lnb, C, Per, Bh, Np, Rb, &, Sg, Ch, Su, Sh, Te
Primary fisheries: Lnb, Bh, Cr
Physical suitability: fair
Bi ol ogi cal suitability: good
Drai nage conpatibility: connects with Coeur d Al ene Lake
Overal | assessnent:

1. May support a fair walleye popul ation
2. Conti ngent upon action at Coeur d Al ene Lake
Hi dden Lake

100 acres, 40 feet maxi mum depth
Species: Lnb, C, Per, Bh, Np, Rb, C, Sg, Ch, Su, Sh, Te
Primary fisheries: Lnb, Bh, Cr
Physical suitability: fair
Bi ol ogi cal suitability: good
Drai nage conpatibility: connects with Coeur d Al ene Lake
Overal |l assessnent:
1. May support a fair walleye popul ation
2. Conti ngent upon action at Coeur d' Al ene Lake

Chat col et Lake
877 acres, 35 feet maxi mum depth
Species: Lnb, C, Per, Bh, Np, Rb, &, Sg, Ch, Su, Sh, Te
Primary fisheries: Lnb, Bh, Cr
Physical suitability: fair
Bi ol ogi cal suitability: good
Drai nage conpatibility: connects with Coeur d Al ene Lake
Overal | assessnent:
1. May support a fair walleye popul ation
2. Conti ngent upon action at Coeur d' Al ene Lake
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Round Lake
400 acres, 37 feet maxi mum depth
Species: Lnb, Cr, Per, Bh, Np, Rb, &, Sg, Ch, Su, Sh, Te
Primary fisheries: Lnmb, Bh, Cr
Physical suitability: fair
Bi ol ogi cal suitability: good
Drai nage conpatibility: connects with Coeur d' A ene Lake
Overal | assessnent:
1. May support a fair walleye popul ation
2. Conti ngent upon action at Coeur d' Al ene Lake

Benewah Lake
400 acres, 20 feet maxi mum depth
Species: Lnb, G, Per, Bh, Np, Rb, &, Sqg, Ch, Su, Sh, Te
Prinmary fisheries: Lnb, Bh, Cr
Physi cal suitability: fair
Bi ol ogi cal suitability: good
Drai nage conpatibility: connects with Coeur d Al ene Lake
Overal | assessnent:
1. May support a fair walleye popul ation
2. Conti ngent upon action at Coeur d' Al ene Lake

CLEARWATER RI VER DRAI NAGE

Dwor shak Reservoir

16,417 acres, 633 feet nmaxi mum depth

Speci es: Rb, Snb, Kok, Su, Sh, Sqg

Primary fisheries: Kok, Rb, Snb

Physical suitability: fair

Bi ol ogical suitability: fair

Drai nage conpatibility: poor, connects with | ower Snake River
Conpatibility with managenent goal s: managenent of kokanee
and rainbow trout fisheries are concerns

Overal |l assessment:

1. May support a | ow wall eye popul ation
2. May conflict with salnonid fishery managenent
3. Unsui tabl e due to drainage inconpatibility

VEI SER RI VER DRAI NAGE

Lost Vall ey Reservoir
633 acres, 24 feet nmaxi mum depth
Speci es: Rb, Bk, Per
Primary fisheries: Rb, Per
Physi cal suitability: fair
Bi ol ogi cal suitability: fair
Dr ai nage conpatibility: poor, connects with | ower Snake R ver
Overal | assessment:
1. May support a | ow wal | eye popul ation
2. Unsui tabl e due to drainage inconpatibility
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Mann

Creek Reservoir
283 acres, 124 feet nmaxi mum depth
Species: Rb, Lnb, Su, Sh, D
Primary fisheries: Rb, Lnb
Physical suitability: fair
Bi ol ogi cal suitability: fair
Drai nage conpatibility: Poor, connects with | ower Snake River
Overal | assessnent:
1. May support a | ow wal | eye popul ation
2. Unsui tabl e due to drainage inconmpatibility

Crane Creek Reservoir

3,270 acres, 73 feet maxi num depth
Species: Lmb, C, Bh, Cp, Sh
Primary fisheries: Lnmb, Cr
Physical suitability: fair
Bi ol ogi cal suitability: fair
Drai nage conpatibility: poor, connects with | ower Snake R ver
Overal | assessnent:
1. May support a fair walleye popul ation
2. Unsui tabl e due to drainage inconpatibility

PAYETTE RI VER DRAI NACGE

Bl ack Canyon Reservoir

Littl

1,100 acres, 112 feet original naxi mumdepth, but |essened
by siltation

Species: Lmb, Snb, Cr, Bg, Bh, Per, Cp, Su, Sgq, D

Primary fisheries: Lnmb, Snmb, Cr, Per

Physical suitability: poor, due to drawdown and siltation

Bi ol ogi cal suitability: poor

Dr ai nage conpatibility: poor, connects with | ower Snake R ver

Overal | assessment:
1. May not support wall eye due to winter flushing flow
2. Unsui tabl e due to drainage inconpatibility

e Payette Lake
1,450 acres, 17 feet maxi num depth
Speci es: Kok, Rb, Bk, Su, Sq
Primary fisheries: Kok, Rb Physica
suitability: fair Biologica
suitability: good
Drai nage conpatibility: poor, connects with | ower Snake R ver
Overal | assessnent:
1. May support a | ow wall eye popul ation
2. Unsui tabl e due to drainage inconmpatibility
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Upper Payette Lake
315 acres, 90 feet maxi mum depth
Species: Rb, Bk, Su, Sq, Sh
Primary fisheries: Rb
Physical suitability: fair
Bi ol ogi cal suitability: fair
Drai nage conpatibility: poor, connects with | ower Snake River
Overal | assessnent:
1. May support a | ow wal | eye popul ation
2. Unsui tabl e due to drainage inconpatibility

Payette Lake
5,337 acres, 290 feet maxi mum depth
Speci es: Kok, Rb, Lt, Su, Sq.
Primary fisheries: Kok, Rb
Physi cal suitability: poor
Bi ol ogi cal suitability: poor
Dr ai nage conpatibility: poor, connects with | ower Snake R ver
Overal | assessnent:
1. May not support wall eye
2. Unsui t abl e due to drainage inconpatibility

Cascade Reservoir

28,300 acres, 75 feet naxi mum depth

Speci es: Rb, Co, Kok, Bh, Per, Su, Sq, Sh

Primary fisheries: Rb, Co, Per

Physi cal suitability: good

Bi ol ogi cal suitability: good

Dr ai nage conpatibility: poor, connects with | ower Snake
Ri ver

Compatibility with managenent goals: highly regarded sal nonid
fisheries maintenance is a concern

Overal | assessment:
1. May support a fair walleye popul ation
2. Unsui tabl e due to drainage inconpatibility

Paddock Vall ey Reservoir

1,302 acres, 47 feet maxi mum depth

Species: Cr, Lnb, Bh

Primary fisheries: Cr, Lnb

Physi cal suitability: fair

Bi ol ogi cal suitability: good

Dr ai nage conpatibility: poor, connects with | ower Snake
Ri ver

Conpatibility with managenment goal s: nai ntenance of existing
hi ghl y-regarded crappie fishery is a concern

Overal | assessnent:
1. May support a fair walleye popul ation
2. Unsui tabl e due to drainage inconpatibility
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BA SE RI VER DRAI NAGE

Lake Lowel |

9,800 acres, 74 feet maxi num depth

Species: Lmb, C, Per, Bh, Rb, Snmb, Cp, Su, Sg, Sh

Primary fisheries: Lnmb, Cr, Bh, Per

Physical suitability: fair

Bi ol ogi cal suitability: good

Drai nage conpatibility: poor, connects with | ower Snhake
Ri ver

Overal | assessnent:
1. May support a noderate wall eye popul ati on.
2. Unsui tabl e due to drainage inconmpatibility.

Bl acks Creek Reservoir

300 acres, 48 feet maxi num depth

Speci es: Lnb, Per, Bh

Primary fisheries: Per, Bh

Physi cal suitability: fair

Bi ol ogi cal suitability: fair

Dr ai nage conpatibility: poor, connects with | ower Snake
Ri ver

Overal | assessnent:
1. May support walleye at |ow | evel

2.

Unsui tabl e due to drainage inconmpatibility

Lucky Peak Reservoir

2,850 acres, 240 feet naxi mum depth

Speci es: Rb, W, Kok, Snb, Bt, Per, Su, Sq, Sh, Ch

Primary fisheries: Rb, Kok, Snb

Physical suitability: fair

Bi ol ogical suitability: fair

Dr ai nage conpatibility: poor, connects with | ower Shake
Ri ver

Overal | assessnent:
1. May support wall eye at | ow | eve

2.

Unsui tabl e due to drainage inconpatibility

Arrow ock Reservoir

3,100 acres, 257 feet naxi num depth

Species: Rb, Bt, Kok, W, Su, Sqg, Sh, D, Ch

Primary fisheries: Rb, Kok

Physi cal suitability: fair

Bi ol ogical suitability: fair

Drai nage conpatibility: poor, connects with | ower Snhake
Ri ver

Overal | assessnent:
1. May support walleye at |ow | evel

2

Unsui tabl e due to drainage inconmpatibility
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Ander son Ranch Reservoir

4,750 acres, 332 feet nmaxi mum depth

Speci es: Rb, Kok, W, DV, Smb, Per, Sq, Su, Ch, Sh

Primary fisheries: Rb, Kok

Physi cal suitability: fair

Bi ol ogi cal suitability: good

Dr ai nage conpatibility: poor, connects with | ower Snake
Ri ver

Conpatibility with managenent goal s: managenment of kokanee
fishery is a concern

Overal | assessnent:

1. May support wal l eye at |ow | evel
2. May conflict with kokanee managenent
3. Unsui tabl e due to drainage inconpatibility

Bl G WOOD RI VER DRAI NAGE

Fi sh

Littl

Creek Reservoir

250 acres, 88 feet maxi mum depth

Species: Rb, Bk, Su

Primary fisheries: Rb, Bk

Physi cal suitability: poor, due to drawdown

Bi ol ogi cal suitability: poor

Dr ai nage conpatibility: poor, connects with | ower Snake
Ri ver

Conpatibility with managenment goal s: managenment of popul ar
rai nbow trout fishery is a concern

Overal | assessnent:

1. Lacks potential for walleye establishnent
2. May conflict with trout managenent
3. Unsui tabl e due to drainage inconpatibility

e Wod Reservoir

575 acres, 116 feet naxi mum depth

Species: Rb, Bk, W, Su

Primary fisheries: Rb, Bk

Physi cal suitability: poor

Bi ol ogi cal suitability: poor

Drai nage conpatibility: poor, connects with | ower Snake
Ri ver

Conpatibility with managenment goal s: managenent of popul ar
trout fishery is a concern

Overal | assessnent:

1. Lacks potential for walleye establishnent
2. May conflict with trout nanagenent
3. Unsui tabl e due to drainage inconpatibility
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Mackay Reservoir

1, 341 acres, 70 feet maxi mum depth

Species: Rb, Bk, Kok, W Prinary

fisheries: Rb, Bk, Kok Physica

suitability: fair Biologica

suitability: poor Drainage

conpatibility: good

Conpatibility with managenment goal s: managenment of popul ar
rai nbow trout fishery is a concern

Overal | assessnent:
1. Lacks potential for walleye establishnment
2. May conflict with trout managenent

Magi ¢ Reservoir
3,776 acres, 128 feet naxi mum depth
Species: Rb, Bn, Bk, Per, W, Su, Sq
Primary fisheries: Rb, Per
Physi cal suitability: fair
Bi ol ogi cal suitability: fair
Drai nage conpatibility: poor, connects with | ower Snake
Ri ver
Conpatibility wi th nmanagenent goal s: nmi ntenance of popul ar
trout fishery is a concern Overall assessnent:

1. May support a fair walleye popul ation
2. May conflict with trout nanagenent
3. Unsui t abl e due to drainage inconpatibility

Mor mon Reservoir
2,700 acres, 23 feet maxi mum depth
Species: Rb, Per, Su
Primary fisheries: Rb, Per
Physi cal suitability: fair
Bi ol ogical suitability: fair
Dr ai nage conpatibility: poor, connects with | ower Snake
Ri ver
Conpatibility with managenent goal s: management of popul ar
trout fishery is a concern Overall assessnent:

1. May support wal |l eye at | ow | evel

2. May conflict with trout managenent

3. Unsui tabl e due to drainage inconpatibility
Carey Lake

200 acres, 20 feet naxi mum depth

Species: Lnb, Bg, Su, D Prinmary

fisheries: Bg, Lnb Physical

suitability: poor Biologica

suitability: fair

Drai nage conpatibility: poor, connects with | ower Snake
Ri ver

Overal | assessnent:
1. Lacks potential for walleye establishnent
2. Unsui tabl e due to drainage inconpatibility
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MALAD RI VER DRAI NAGE

Deep Creek Reservoir
181 acres, 79 feet maxi mum depth
Species: Rb, C
Primary fisheries: Rb, O
Physical suitability: fair
Bi ol ogi cal suitability: poor
Dr ai nage conpatibility: good
Overal | assessnent:
1. Lacks potential for walleye establishment

Dani el s Reservoir

375 acres, 80 feet maxi num depth

Species: Rb, C, Su, Ch

Primary fisheries: Rb, C

Physical suitability: fair

Bi ol ogi cal suitability: fair

Dr ai nage conpatibility: good

Conpatibility wi th nanagenent goal s: mai nt enance of popul ar
fishery for large trout is a concern

Overal | assessnent:
1. May support walleye at |ow | eve
2. May conflict with trout nanagenent

BEAR RI VER DRAI NAGE

Al exander Reservoir
1,135 acres, 58 feet naxi num depth
Species: Rob, W, Su, Sh, Ch, Cp, D
Primary fisheries: negligible
Physical suitability: poor, due to drawdown
Bi ol ogi cal suitability: fair
Dr ai nage conpatibility: poor, could provide walleye to Bear

Lake

Overal | assessnent:
1. May support wal |l eye with regul ar stocking
2. Unsui tabl e due to drainage inconpatibility

Twi n Lakes Reservoirs
493 acres, 30 feet maxi mum depth
Species: Rb, Bg, Lnmb
Primary fisheries: Rb, Bg, Lnmb
Physical suitability: good
Bi ol ogi cal suitability: fair
Drai nage conpatibility: good (cl osed systen)
Conpatibility with nmanagenent goal s: nmi ntenance of highly-

esteenmed bluegill fishery is a concern
Overal | assessnent:
1. May support walleye at |ow | eve
2. May conflict with maintenance of bluegill fishery
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Treasureton Reservoir
156 acres, 40 feet maxi mum depth
Species: Rb, Bg, Lmb, Sh, D, Cp
Primary fisheries: Lnmb, Rb
Physical suitability: fair
Bi ol ogi cal suitability: good
Drai nage conpatibility: good (cl osed systen)
Overal | assessnent:
1. May support walleye at |ow |eve
2. Mnimal conflict with other fisheries

Condi e Reservoir
118 acres, 51 feet naxi num depth
Species: Rb, Lnmb, Bg
Primary fisheries: Bg, Rb
Physical suitability: fair
Bi ol ogi cal suitability: fair
Drai nage compatibility: good (closed systen
Conpatibility with managenent goal s: nai ntenance of popul ar

bluegill fishery is a concern
Overal | assessnent:
1. May support walleye at |ow | eve
2. May conflict with maintenance of bluegill fishery

Foster Reservoir
145 acres, 65 feet nmaxi mum depth
Species: Rb, Su, Ch
Primary fisheries: Rb
Physical suitability: fair
Bi ol ogi cal suitability: good
Drai nage conpatibility: good (cl osed systen)
Overal | assessnent:
1. May support walleye at |ow | eve
2. M nimal conflict with other fisheries

d endal e Reservoir

232 acres, 72 feet maxi mum depth

Species: Rb, Bg, Su, Ch, Sh

Primary fisheries: Rb

Physi cal suitability: poor, due to drawdown

Bi ol ogical suitability: good

Drai nage conpatibility: good

Overal | assessnent:
1. May support walleye at low level with regul ar stocking
2. M nimal conflict with other fisheries
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LaMbnt Reservoir
92 acres, 65 feet maxi num depth
Species: Rb, Su, Sh, Ch
Primary fisheries: Rb
Physical suitability: good
Bi ol ogi cal suitability: good
Drai nage conpatibility: good (cl osed system
Overal | assessnent:
1. May support walleye at |ow | eve
2. M nimal conflict with other fisheries

West on Reservoir
112 acres, 39 feet maxi num depth
Speci es: Lnmb, Per, Rb
Primary fisheries: Per
Physi cal suitability: good
Bi ol ogi cal suitability: good
Drai nage conpatibility: good (closed system
Overal | assessnent:
1. May support walleye at |ow | eve
2. Mnimal conflict with other fisheries

Mont pel i er Reservoir
120 acres, 73 feet maxi num depth
Species: Rb, C, Bn
Primary fisheries: Rb
Physi cal suitability: fair
Bi ol ogi cal suitability: poor
Drai nage conpatibility: poor, due to connection with Bear Lake
Conpatibility with managenent goal s: mai nt enance of popul ar
trout fishery is a concern
Overal | assessnent:
1. Lacks potential for establishnent of walleye
2. Unsui tabl e due to drainage inconpatibility

Onei da Reservoir
515 acres, 102 feet maxi mum depth
Species: W, Per, Cp, Su Primary
fisheries: W, Per Physical
suitability: fair Biologica
suitability: good Drai nage
conpatibility: good Overall
assessnent:
1. Has a sel f-sustaining noderate popul ati on of wall eye
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UPPER SNAKE RI VER DRAI NAGE

Asht on Reservoir
350 acres, 56 feet nmaxi num depth
Species: Rb, &, Bk, Kok, Bn, Ch, Sh, Su
Primary fisheries: Rb, Bn
Physical suitability: fair
Bi ol ogi cal suitability: fair
Dr ai nage conpatibility: poor, connects with | ower Snake

Ri ver
Overal | assessnment:
1. May support noderate wal | eye popul ation
2. Unsui tabl e due to drai nage i nconpatibility

I sl and Park Reservoir

7,794 acres, 73 feet maxi num depth

Species: Rb, &, Bk, Kok, Ch, Su, D

Primary fisheries: Rb, Bk, Kok

Physical suitability: fair

Bi ol ogi cal suitability: fair

Drai nage conpatibility: poor, connects with | ower Snake
Ri ver

Conpatibility with managenment goal s: nmanagenent of sal nonid
fishery is a concern

Overal | assessnent:

1. May support a noderate wall eye popul ation

2. Unsui tabl e due to drainage inconmpatibility

3. May conflict with mai ntenance of salnonid fisheries
Henrys Lake

6, 050 acres, 22 feet nmaxi num depth

Species: C, Bk, Hyb

Primary fisheries: C, Bk, Hyb

Physical suitability: fair

Bi ol ogi cal suitability: fair

Dr ai nage conpatibility: poor, connects with Island Park
Reservoir and | ower Snake River

Compatibility with managenent goal s: managenent of trout
fishery is a concern

Overal | assessnent:

1. May support walleye at |ow | evel
2. Unsui tabl e due to drainage inconmpatibility
3. May conflict with maintenance of trout fisheries
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Mud Lake

7,200 acres, 9.5 feet maxi num depth

Species: Cr, Per, Bh, Lnb

Primary fisheries: Per, Bh

Physi cal suitability: poor

Bi ol ogi cal suitability: good

Drai nage conpatibility: good (cl osed systen)

Overal | assessnent:
1. May support walleye at |ow | eve
2. No conflict with other fisheries

Ririe Reservoir

1,560 acres, 181 feet maxi mum depth

Species: Rb, Bn, Co, &, Sh, Ch, Su

Primary fisheries: Rb, Co

Physical suitability: fair

Bi ol ogi cal suitability: good

Dr ai nage conpatibility: poor, connects with | ower Snake
Ri ver

Conpatibility wi th managenent goal s: managenent of high yield
and popul ar trout fishery is a concern

Overall assessnent:

1. May support a good wal |l eye popul ation
2. Unsui tabl e due to drainage inconpatibility
3. May conflict with mai ntenance of trout fisheries

Pal i sades Reservoir

16, 200 acres, 245 feet maxi num depth

Species: C, Bn, Lt, Ch, Sh, Su

Primary fisheries: C, Bn

Physical suitability: fair

Bi ol ogi cal suitability: fair

Dr ai nage conpatibility: poor, connects with | ower Snhake
Ri ver

Conpatibility wi th nmanagenent goal s: nmi ntenance of trout
fisheries is a concern

Overal | assessnent:
1. May support walleye at |ow | evel
2. Unsui tabl e due to drainage inconpatibility
3. May conflict with maintenance of trout fishery
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M SCELLANEQUS SNAKE RI VER SYSTEM WATERS

Cakl ey Reservoir

1,350 acres, 129 feet maxi num depth

Species: Rb, Per, Su, D, CC, Sh

Primary fisheries: Rb

Physi cal suitability: good

Bi ol ogi cal suitability: good

Dr ai nage conpatibility: good (cl osed system

Overal | assessnment:
1. May support a good wal | eye popul ation
2. M ninmal conflict with other fisheries

Murt augh Lake
827 acres, 40 feet maxi mum depth
Species: Lmb, Per, Bh, W, Su, CC, Sh, Ch
Primary fisheries: Bh, Per, CC
Physical suitability: fair
Bi ol ogi cal suitability: good
Drai nage conpatibility: poor, connects with | ower Snake

Ri ver
Overal | assessnent:
1. May support a fair walleye popul ation
2. Unsui tabl e due to drainage inconmpatibility

Cedar Creek Reservoir
1,500 acres, 86 feet maxi mum depth
Species: Rb, Su, Sh, D
Primary fisheries: Rb
Physical suitability: fair
Bi ol ogi cal suitability: fair
Dr ai nage conpatibility: poor, connects with | ower Snake

Ri ver
Overal | assessnent:
1. May support a fair walleye popul ation
2. Unsui tabl e due to drainage inconmpatibility

Subl ett Reservoir

113 acres, 44 feet nmaxi mum depth

Species: Rb, Bn, C, Sh

Primary fisheries: Rb, Bn,

Physi cal suitability: poor

Bi ol ogi cal suitability: poor

Dr ai nage conpatibility: good (cl osed systen)

Conpatibility with managenent goal s: mai ntenance of popul ar
salmonid fishery for large wild trout is a concern
Overal | assessnent:

1. Little potential for establishment of walleye
2. May conflict with trout nanagenent
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Bray Lake
204 acres, 32 feet nmaxi mum depth
Species: Rb, Per, Su, CC, Sh
Primary fisheries: Per, CC
Physi cal suitability: poor
Bi ol ogical suitability: fair
Dr ai nage conpatibility:  good
Overal |l assessnent:

1. May support walleye at |ow |l evel w th maintenance
st ocki ng
2. M nimal conflict with other fisheries

Chesterfield Reservoir

1,593 acres, 49 feet naxi num depth

Species: Rb, C, Bn, Su, Ch

Primary fisheries: Rb, T

Physical suitability: fair

Bi ol ogi cal suitability: good

Dr ai nage conpatibility: poor, connects with | ower Snake
Ri ver

Conpatibility with management goal s: managenent of popul ar
trout fishery is a concern

Overal | assessnent:
1. May support wal |l eye at noderate | eve
2. May conflict with trout nanagenent
3. Unsui tabl e due to drainage inconpatibility

Sal non Falls Reservoir
3,400 acres, 223 feet naxi num depth
Speci es: W, Ck, Su, Per, Cr, Snb, Rb
Primary fisheries: W, Rb, Ck
Physical suitability: good
Bi ol ogi cal suitability: good
Drai nage conpatibility: good (closed system
Overal | assessnent:
1. Has a self-sustaining, strong popul ation of
wal | eye
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MAI NSTEM SNAKE RI VER

Lewi ston to Hells Canyon Dam
10a river mles
Species: St, CC, Rb, Smb, Ck, SHD, Sq, Sh, Su
Primary fisheries: St, SHD, Rb, Snb, CC
Physi cal suitability: fair
Bi ol ogi cal suitability: fair
Dr ai nage conpatibility: poor, connects with | ower Snake
Ri ver
Conpatibility with managenment goal s: inconsistent w th anadronous
sal noni d nanagenent
I nt eragency consideration: Oregon Departnent of Fish and Wldlife would
oppose introduction of walleye
Overal |l assessment:

1. May support walleye at |ow | evel

2. Unsui tabl e due to drainage inconpatibility

3. Unsuitabl e due to conflict wth anadronous sal nonid
managenent

Hel I s Canyon Reservoir
2,500 acres, 318 feet maxi mum depth
Species: Rb, Co, O, CC, Per, Lnb, Snb, Cp, Su, Sg, Sh, Bh
Primary fisheries: Rb, Co. Snmb
Physi cal suitability: good
Bi ol ogi cal suitability: good
Dr ai nage conpatibility: poor, connects with | ower Shake
Ri ver
I nt eragency consi deration: O egon Departnent of Fish and
Wldlife would oppose introduction of walleye Overall
assessnent:
1. May support a good wal |l eye popul ation
2. Unsui tabl e due to drainage inconmpatibility

Oxbow Reservoir

1,500 acres, 205 feet maxi mum depth

Species: Rb, Co, C, CC, Per, Lnb, Smb, Cp, Su, Sq, Sh, Bh, Bg

Primary fisheries: Rb, Co, Snb

Physi cal suitability: good

Bi ol ogi cal suitability: good

Dr ai nage conpatibility: poor, connects w th | ower Snake
Ri ver

I nt eragency consi derati on: Oregon Departnment of Fish and
Wldlife would oppose introduction of walleye

Overal | assessment:
1. May support a good wal |l eye popul ation
2. Unsui tabl e due to drainage inconpatibility
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Br ownl ee Reservoir
15, 000 acres, 297 feet maxi mum depth
Species: Ro, Co, O, CC, Per, Lnmb, Snb, Cp, Su, Sq, Sh, Bh, Bg
Primary fisheries: Rb, Co, Smb
Physi cal suitability: good
Bi ol ogi cal suitability: good
Dr ai nage conpatibility: poor, connects with | ower Snake
Ri ver
I nt eragency consi deration: O egon Departnent of Fish and Wldlife
woul d oppose introduction of walleye
Overal | assessnent:
1. May support a good wal |l eye popul ation
2. Unsui tabl e due to drainage inconpatibility

Brownl ee backwater to C.J. Strike Dam
140 river mles
Species: Rb, CC, St, Bg, Snb, Cp, Su, Sq, Bh
Primary fisheries: CC, Bh, Snb
Physical suitability: fair
Bi ol ogi cal suitability: fair
Dr ai nage conpatibility: poor, connects with | ower Snake River
Overall assessnent:
1. May support walleye at |ow | eve
2. Unsui tabl e due to drainage inconpatibility

C.J. Strike Reservoir
7,500 acres, 105 feet maxi mum depth
Species: O, Rb, Lnb, Bh, CC, Per, Su, Ch, Cp, Sq, St
Primary fisheries: Ro, Lnmb, C, CC
Physical suitability: good
Bi ol ogi cal suitability: good
Dr ai nage conpatibility: poor, connects with | ower Snake River
Overal |l assessnent:
1. May support a good wal |l eye popul ation
2. Unsui tabl e due to drainage inconpatibility

C.J. Strike backwaters to Bliss Dam
49 river niles
Species: St, Rb, CC, Bh, Lmb, Su, Sh, Sq, Ch
Primary fisheries: Rb, St, CC
Physical suitability: fair
Bi ol ogi cal suitability: good
Drai nage conpatibility: poor, connects with | ower Snake River
Overal | assessnent:
1. May support walleye at |ow | evel
2. Unsui tabl e due to drainage inconpatibility
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Bl i ss Reservoir
254 acres, 84 feet nmaxi num depth
Species: Lmb, CC, Smb, Cr, Ch, Su, Sh, Sq, Rb
Primary fisheries: CC, Lnb
Physical suitability: fair
Bi ol ogi cal suitability: good
Dr ai nage conpatibility: poor, connects with | ower Snake R ver
Overal | assessnment:
1. May support walleye at noderate |eve
2. Unsui tabl e due to drainage i nconpatibility

Lower Sal mon Falls Reservoir
840 acres, 53 feet maxi mum depth
Species: CC, Lnb, Rb, C, Ch, Su, Sh, Sq
Primary fisheries: CC, Rb, Lnb
Physical suitability: fair
Bi ol ogi cal suitability: good
Drai nage conpatibility: poor, connects with | ower Snake River
Overal | assessnent:
1. May support wall eye at noderate |eve
2. Unsui tabl e due to drainage inconmpatibility

Upper Sal non Falls Reservoir
810 acres, 60 feet maxi mum depth
Species: Rb, Lnb, Bg, CC, Su, Sh, Sq
Primary fisheries: Rb, Lmb, Bg, CC
Physical suitability: fair
Bi ol ogi cal suitability: good
Dr ai nage conpatibility: poor, connects with | ower Snake R ver
Overal | assessnent:
1. May support wall eye at noderate |eve
2. Unsui tabl e due to drainage inconmpatibility

M | ner Reservoir
760 acres, 73 feet maxi mum depth
Species: Rob, W, Per, Bh, Lnmb, Smb, Cp, Su, Ch
Primary fisheries: Smb, Lnb
Physical suitability: fair
Bi ol ogi cal suitability: good
Dr ai nage conpatibility: poor, connects with | ower Snake River
Overal | assessment:
1. May support wall eye at noderate |evel
2. Unsui tabl e due to drainage inconmpatibility
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Lake \Wal cott
11,850 acres, 74 feet maxi mum depth
Species: Cr, Rb, Kok, Per, Bh, Cp, Ch, Sh, Su
Primary fisheries: Rb
Physical suitability: fair
Bi ol ogi cal suitability: good
Dr ai nage conpatibility: poor, connects with | ower Snake R ver
Overall assessnent:
1. May support walleye at noderate | evel
2. Unsui tabl e due to drai nage inconmpatibility

Anerican Falls Reservoir
56, 100 acres, 80 feet maxi mum depth
Species: Rb, Per, Cp, W, Su, Sh, D, C, Ch
Primary fisheries: Rb
Physi cal suitability: good
Bi ol ogi cal suitability: good
Dr ai nage conpatibility: poor, connects with | ower Snake R ver
Compatibility with managenent goal s: managenent of popul ar
rai nbow trout fishery is a concern
Overal | assessnment:
1. May support a good wal | eye popul ati on.
2. Unsui t abl e due to drai nage inconpatibility.
3. May conflict with trout nanagement.

M SCELLANEQUS WATERS

Curl ew Valley Reservoir

250 acres, 34 feet maxi num depth

Species: Rb, Lmb, G, Cp, D, Sh

Primary fisheries: Lnb, C

Physi cal suitability: poor

Bi ol ogi cal suitability: fair

Dr ai nage conpatibility: good

Compatibility with managenent goal s: presently a popul ar | arge-
mout h bass and crappie fishery, highly esteened locally
and should be maintained in present condition

Overal | assessment:
1. Little potential for establishnent of walleye.
2. May conflict with crappie and bass nmanagenent
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RECOMVENDATI ONS

Conpati bl e Waters

The waters in Table 3 were described in the precedi ng section as havi ng
at |east some potential for establishment of walleye, along with a mninum
of conflict with other significant fishery uses or plans.

Table 3. List of waters to be considered for walleye fisheries.
Si ze St ocki ng
(acres) Requirenent?

1. Hauser Lake (Kootenai County) 550 275, 000
2. Twi n Lakes (Kootenai County) 960 480, 000
3. Spirit Lake (Kootenai County) 1,280 1,280,000
4. Treasureton Reservoir (Franklin County) 156 78, 000
5. Foster Reservoir (Franklin County) 145 72, 500

6. d endal e Reservoir (Franklin County) 232 116, 000

7. LaMont Reservoir (Franklin County) 92 46, 000
8. West on Reservoir (Franklin County) 112 56,000

Mud Lake (Jefferson County) 7,200 7,200,000
10. Cakley Reservoir (Cassia County) 1,350 1, 350, 000
11. Bray Lake (Goodi ng County) 204 102, 000

12. Salrmon Falls Resv. (Twin Falls County) b 3,400 3,400, 000

13. Oneida Reservoir (Franklin County)® 515 257, 500

Total s 16, 196 14, 713, 000

% Based on 500 fry per surface acre for waters snaller than 1,000 acres;
1,000 fry per surface acre for waters larger than 1,000 acres.

® Has existing wal |l eye popul ati on.
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The preceding list is advanced for consideration by the |Idaho Fish
and Game Conmission and, if it is the desire of the Commi ssion, the

public and ot her appropriate agencies.

For an imediate (1983) initiation of a walleye program we reconmend
including the three Kootenai County waters (Hauser, Spirit and Twin
| akes), one of the Franklin County waters (Weston Reservoir), Md Lake,
(Gakl ey Reservoir and Bray Lake, and continuing with walleye fisheries at

Sal nron Falls and Onei da reservoirs.

We suggest yearly stocking and eval uati on over a five-year period.
Results woul d provide direction for our walleye nanagenent, including

expansi on of the programinto other waters.

An adequate supply of walleye eggs for this programis available
from New Mexi co.

I n Kootenai County, Hayden Lake is another closed-system water that
coul d probably support walleye. At 4,200 acres, it would be a significant
addition to a walleye programfor northern | daho. However, desirability
of walleye in Hayden Lake woul d have to be wei ghed agai nst the inportance
of the existing westslope cutthroat restorati on program at Hayden Lake.
The present Conmission policy is that "'Native wild stocks of resident
trout will receive priority consideration in all nanagement deci sions
invol ving resident fish.” Apparently a change in policy would be required

to use wall eye at Hayden Lake.

Hi gh yi el d kokanee fisheries have been traditional in the |Idaho
Panhangl e. W are concerned that wal |l eye nay have a potential to inpact
kokanee in North Idaho waters, particularly at the early-life stage.
Kokanee fisheries are problemridden and under investigation and restora-
tion at Pend Oreille and Priest |akes. This has hei ghtened the current
i mport ance of kokanee in Coeur d Alene and Spirit |akes. Even though
snmall when conpared to Priest, Pend Oeille or Coeur d' Al ene | akes,
Spirit Lake is highly regarded as a steady producer of nice-sized kokanee,
and continues to be a popular spot for |ongtinme kokanee anglers. The
proper place of Spirit Lake in the total kokanee picture in the |Idaho
Panhandl e shoul d have a careful review (Departnmental and public) before

proceeding with introduction of walleye.
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It is further reconmended that Spirit Lake be used as a test situation
bef ore giving additional consideration to Coeur d Al ene Lake for introduc-

tion of walleye.

Eval uati on

To i nprove our |ong-range planning for wall eye managenent, eval uation

shoul d be performed of the following itens, primarily at Spirit Lake:

1. Stocking densities in relation to successful establishment of
wal | eye and optimal grow h;
Food habits and grow h;
Changes i n abundance and size of other fish species;
Performance of the walleye fisheries, including catch
rates, fishing pressure expended, and acceptability to the
angl ers; and
5. Devel oprment of a wall eye popul ation simulation nmodel for use
with Idaho waters (now in progress at University of |daho).

| nf or nati on Program

The material in this report should be condensed, adapted for popul ar

consunpti on and presented in | DAHO W LDLI FE and newspapers.

A strong programto di scourage unauthorized introductions of fish
shoul d be devel oped and i npl emented. A description of the interrelation-
ships that exist anong fish species and the factors that work toward
success, failure, or conpounding of fishery problenms shoul d be enphasized.
We note that the Conmission's 1975-1990 "Policy Plan’ calls for increased
i nformation, education and enforcenent efforts to reduce illegal trans-
portation and rel ease of undesirable fish species in |akes and reservoirs.
However, we feel that there should be nore followup in the nost critica

area--a thorough information program
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Addi ti onal Species

Wiile we are attenpting to discourage fish stocking "mstakes, the
Depart ment shoul d becone nore visibly active in the use of suitable new
species in waters where they may be necessary to inprove underproductive
fisheries. Largemouth bass, smallnmouth bass, bluegill, crappies and
channel catfish can probably be put to greater use in managenent prograns
on the mai nstem Snake and nearby waters from Anerican Fal | s Dam downstream
These species are already found in the | ower Snake vicinity, thus added
conflict with anadronous fish nanagenent woul d not occur. W believe
that the range of snmall mouth bass can be greatly expanded upstreamin

t he Snake Ri ver and i npoundnents.

Many waters, in both the northern and southern parts of the state
have an unrealized potential for devel opnent of bal anced bass-sunfish
popul ations. M| ner Reservoir, to cite one outstanding exanple, is in

need of warmater fishery devel opnent.

Somre nenbers of the bass family, such as white bass and striped
bass, should be evaluated for potential additions to |Idaho's fisheries.
Hybrids and the spotted bass (Centrarchidae) are the likely candi dates

for consideration.

Fi sheries for piscivorous fish cannot be highly successful w thout
a strong forage fish population. The Departnent should investigate
forage species that mght inprove certain fisheries. Enerald shiner and
spottail shiner might be likely candidates for inportation into the

state.

W recommend that the Commi ssion reexamine its policy for warmater
fish with the thought that nore devel opnent and managenent effort would
be appropriate for warmwvater fisheries. Expansion of |daho's warmater
fisheries will require forward-noving actions that should be specifically
identified in the statewi de fisheries plan and in the Departnent's

budget .
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SPECI ES ABBREVI ATl ONS

Bl uegi |
Br ook trout

Brown trout

Bul | trout
Bul | head
Carp

Channel catfish
Chi nook sal non
Chub

Coho sal non
Crappi e
Cutthroat trout
Dace

Kokanee

CeoQQgeRy88Le e

Kok

Lake trout (rmacki naw)

Lar genout h bass
Nort hern pike
Punpki nseed

Shi ner
Smal | rout h bass
Squawfi sh

St eel head trout
St ur geon

Sucker

Tench

wal | eye

VWi tefi sh

Yel | ow perch

Lnmb
Np
Pu
Sh
Smb
Sq
SHD
St
Su
Te

We
Wh

Per

Lt
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(Information request from Idaho Department of Fish and Game to
Western States' fishery management agencies.)

February 18, 1932

N

In response to some public demand we are investigating the advisability of
expanding the range of walleye (Stizostadion vitreum) in Idaho. Presently,
walleye hava only a very limited distribution in Idane in closed systems (no
accaess to folumbia River and the Pacific Ocean). Our assessment will consider
the experiences and counsel of the other western states. Therefore, we are
submitting this request for information that only you or ycur agencies can
provide. We hope that you will view this request in a somawhat different light
than the normal “...tell me everything about..." information reauests that we
all find burdensome. In this matter we will recommend an important fisheries
management direction to the Idaho Fish and Game Cormmission and may draw heavily
from your experience and advice.

It you have not had adequate experience with walleye to provide an informed
rasponse to the following concerns, please let us know. Othervise, we would

]l

i reatlj appreciate information 11sted below.

How long have walleye been prasent to a significant extent in your state?

What is the extent of distribution? Number of lakas. reservoirs (in acres),
streams?

How would you rate your walleye fisheries in terms of quality or satisfaction
to anglers?

HYhat are the primary foraga species that walleye may be using?
Has competition with salmonids or other taxa been a problem?
For Oragon and Washington only -- Hould you regard walleve introductions as

a thr2at to anadromous fish smolts, should walleyes become established and
spread into Hells Canyon, the lower Snake River and the lower Salinon River?
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7. Has your department generated any original reports that we might find useful?

Your response will be greatly anpbreciated.

JFK:DYO: jak
bce: David Bennett

~Z  Tim Cochnauer
3111 Horton

l/
GAES T EZATING
James F. Keatina, Chief
3ureau of Fisheries

This letter was sent to the following agenciss:

Mr. A, N. Whitney
Fisharizs Administrator

Department of Fish, Wildlife & Parks

1420 East Sixth
Helena, Montana 59601

Mr: Don Andriano

Chief, Fisheries Management
Division of “ild1ife Resourcaes
1596 Y. N. Temple

Salt Lake City., Utah 34115

Mr. Leonard Fisk

Chief, Inland Fisheries
Department of Fish and Game
1416 Ninth Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

#r. Robart . Thompson .
Assistant Director, Fisheries
Department of Fish & Wildlife
P. 0. Box 3503

Portland, Oregon 97208

Mr. Rolland A. Schmitten
Director
Department of Fisheries

115 General Administration 31dg.

Olympia, Washington 98504

Mr. Earl M. Thomas
Director

Game and Fish Department
Cheyenne, ‘Yyoming 32002

Mr. Jack Dieringer
Chief of Fisherias
Department of Yildlife
Box 10673

Reno, Mevada 89520

dr. Ed Kochman

Fish Management Program Chief
Division of Wildlife

6060 Broadway

Denver, CO 80216

Mr. Jack Ayerst :

Chief, Division of Fisheries Management
Denartment of Game

600 M. Capitol Yay

Olympia, Washington 93504

Mr. Dick McCleskey

Fish Management

Department of Game and Fish
Villagra Bldg

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87503

Mr. Bud Bristow, Director, Game and Fish Department, 2222 . Greenway Road,

Phoenix, Arizona 85023

-



STATE OF CALIFORN{A—RESOURCES AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN JR., Governor

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME
1416 NINTH STREET
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95814

(916) 445-5186

February 25, 1982

Mr. James F. Keating, Chief
Bureau of Fisheries
Department of Fish and Game
Box 25

Boise, ID 83707

Dear Mr. Keating:

Walleye were introduced into the Sacramento River in 1874 and later
released into five southern California reservoirs between 1959 and 1963.
Both plants were unsuccessful because of poor returns to the angler

and because reproduction did not occur. As far as we know, there are
no walleye in the wild in California today. Also, there are no plans
for further introduction.

Walleye sampled from the southern California lakes foraged heavily on
threadfin shad with little predation on centrarchids noted. However,
threadfin shad are very abundant in those lakes and food habits would
probably be quite different in other California waters.

Walleye were not reintroduced in northern California because of concern
over their possible impact on economically important species (salmon,
steelhead, sturgeon, and striped bass) in the Sacramento-San Joaquin
River system. The probable effect of their establishment on king salmon
smolts was considered to have "catastrophic potential.

I have enclosed copies of reports that synopsize our experience with
walleye. I hope they are of assistance to you.

Sincerely,

, /’:. ol N PPN
Leonard Fisk, Chief
Inland Fisheries Branch

Enc.



STATE oF MONTA®A

IDDEFARTPIENT OF

Fism axvm Garts

1420 East 6th Avenue
Helena, Montana 59620
March 1, 1982

Mr. James F. Keating

Idaho Department of Fish and Game
600 South Walnut, Box 25

Boise, Idaho 83707

Dear Jim:

S

I have the following comments in response to your question
on walleye in Montana.

1. We don't know for sure, walleye were present in eastern
Montana when I went to work in Miles City in 1951. They have
been planted primarily in reservoirs east of the Continental
Divide and we have fair to good walleye fishing in Tiber Reser-
voir, a 15,000 acre impoundment on the Marias River north of
Great Falls; Nelson Reservoir, 4,000 acre impoundment near
Malta; and the Big Dry Arm of Fort Peck Reservoir, a 250,000
acre impoundment on the Missouri. Also we have a good walleye
fishery in the Missouri River immediately below Fort Peck Dam
near Glasgow. That fishery has improved markedly in recent years
following North Dakota's management efforts for walleye in
Garrison Reservoir, the next mainstem impoundment on the Missouri
downstream from Fort Peck.

2. Enclosed is a copy of the distribution map of walleye
from C.J.D. Brown's Fishes of Montana. They have probably been
stocked in another 10 to 15 reservoirs since Dr. Brown's book
was published so I would estimate they are in 30 to 40 Montana
waters today. I don't know the acreage; however, since they are
in Fort Peck which is 250,000 acres the addition of the other
waters wouldn't change that figure greatly.

3. Except for the waters in number 1 above I would rate our
walleye fisheries as occasional and not at all outstanding. The
satisfaction to anglers comes primarily from the walleye's excel-
lent quality as a food fish.

4. They appear to utilize any other small fish that are
present. Our major problem with walleye seems to be maintain-
ing a sufficient forage base to provide good growth rates. The .
walleye's ability to consume forage is phenomenal. Prior to their
introduction in Tiber Reservoir we used to take four to five hgn—
dred suckers in our annual gill net series, today the same series
of nets takes less than 100 suckers all of a size that makes them




Mr. James Keating
March 1, 1982
Page 2

unavailable to the walleye. In Fort Peck our most numerous small
cyprinid is the emerald shiner and the walleye feed heavily on
these. We are presently going through the environmental review
process necessary to introduce the spottail shiner to Fort Peck
to improve the forage base for walleye. North Dakota approached
this problem in Garrison by the introduction of rainbow smelt.

It is my understanding that their walleye growth rates increased
phenomenally; however, I also learned recently that for the past
couple of years walleye reproduction has dropped markedly. We
now have rainbow smelt runs up the Yellowstone as far as Glendive
and up the Missouri to Fort Peck Dam. Our walleye growth rates
in the Missouri just below Fort Peck have increased coincident
with the arrival of the smelt. We do not feel it would be wise
to introduce smelt into Fort Peck for two reasons. First we
think they might be a real detriment to walleye reproduction in
the reservoir. That reproduction is not nearly as good as it

is in Garrison because we have Bearpaw shale instead of gravel

in most of the areas where walleye would like to spawn. Secondly,
putting rainbow smelt above Fort Peck would allow them access up
the Missouri to Great Falls and up the Marias to Tiber Dam and

we believe they would not be compatible with trout. I suspect;
however, that it is only a matter of time until some enterpris-
ing angler who is aware of what happened in Garrison, moves them
over the dam illegally.

5. No, but we would certainly not recommend introducing
walleye in good trout water. Walleye were planted about 30 years
ago in two run-of-the-river impoundments on the Missouri near
Helena. They are occasionally still taken in these reservoirs and
also in the Missouri River downstream, all of which are predominantly
trout water. Walleye are taken only very occasionally in that area,
apparently they have never been able to establish themselves well
which is perhaps fortunate for the trout fishermen.

7. No.

In summary, I would only add that our philosophy on introduc-
ing exotic species has been that they must have a very high poten-
tial for improving sport fishing and almost no potential for causing
damage to native species. I believe walleye do not meet those
criteria in trout waters.

Sincerely,

hr

Arthur N. Whitney
Administrator ,
Fisheries Division

ANW/bjm
Encl.
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Body fusiform and quite robust; covered with ctenoid scales (80-91 in lateral line).
Color of back and side olive-buff: back with 6-8 faint black blotches; side finely mottled
with black or brown: belly white. Head elongate: snout quite pointed; mouth large
and oblique: jaws with strong teeth; cheek usually scaleless; gill membranes separate.

Spinous dorsal fin with dark spot on posterior base; pelvic fins and lower margin of
caudal milky white.

The natural range of the walleye extends from the Mackenzie and ;m’
Peace rivers of Canada south to Alabama and from the Dakotas and Texas 4
east to the Atlantic Coast. This species is not native to Montana and
we have no reliable information regarding the time and place of the first
introduction. It has been propagated in Montana at least 30 years and
many plants have been made mostly in impoundments east of the Con-
tinental Divide. Its present distribution is mainly in the Missouri and
Yeillowstone drainages.

Walleve become sexually mature after 2 to 4 years with males often
maturing a year in advance of females. Females produce about 50,000
eggs on the average but very large individuals may produce 200,000.
Spawning occurs when water temperatures reach 40 to 50 F. There is
usually some migration either upstream or to suitable rocky areas in lakes.
Eggs are deposited at random and settle to the bottom where they incu-
bate for 12 to 18 days before hatching. No parental care of eggs or fry
exists.

The approximate average length of walleyes at each year of life in

. Montana waters follows: 1 year — 4.5 inches; 2 years — 9 inches: 3 years
7 . — 13 inches; 4 years — 16 inches; 5 years — 19 inches. The oldest speci-
men on record here was 7 vears but individuals as old as 18 years have

been reported from outside the state. The largest Montana specimen

known was 21.5 inches in length and weighed 12.8 pounds. Individuals
i/:yas long as 45 inches and weights up to 20 pounds are on record in other
= states.

Most kinds of aquatic invertebrates are eaten by both small and
large walleves. Adults feed heavily on small fish when these are avail-
able.

~

The walleve can be taken on a variety of spoons, plugs. and flies.
Minnows or worms are also effective baits. The flesh of walleye is white,
firm and of exceilent Havor.
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Dear 3ir:

I am tryins to zather some facts about alleves, and would like
to kmow if the 3tate of liontana nas any studies availabdle, that
were conducted in connection with these fish beine nlanted in ~our
State? aAre fthere any rivers or lakes in Hontana whkich hold both
‘Walleyes and Trout?

‘We are trying to have Walleyes vlanted in the Snake River near
here, and althoush there aren't many *trout in +his section, some
are concerned adbout the river below, in case of future svread.

We will be very sgrateful for any and 217 information that vou
could suvovly us with. Je need any information that you misht have
on the comvatability of "alleyes and trout.

YO}T‘S truly /
’b/éékg Korb

-eor

37C No Hillezz Ave.
Burlev, Id.

R2318



STATE oF MONTAA

IPDEIARTYIESTT OF

Tsm o Garrs
1420 East 6th Avenue

Helena, Montana 59620
March 3, 1982

Mr. George L. Korb
370 North Miller Avenue
Burley, Idaho 83318

Dear Mr. Korb:

Montana has no waters that afford both good walleye and good
trout fishing. For the most part we've introduced walleye only in
lakgs and reservoirs that had no, or very few, trout in them to
begin with and that did not drain into good trout waters. The
only exception to this was the introduction of walleye into two
small rgn-of—the-river impoundments on the Missouri River near
Helena in the early 1950's. These two reservoirs have remained
good trout fisheries with stocking and the Missouri River between
Helena and Great Falls is an excellent trout stream sustained
through natural reproduction. Although an occasional walleye is
still taken in these reservoirs no appreciable fishery for them
ever developed, apparently their survival and reproduction was
very marginal in those waters, which we now feel was perhaps for-
tunate for the trout fisherman. Walleye are very predacious and
will utilize any smaller fish for food. In the areas where we
have good numbers of walleye we have difficulty maintaining a
sufficient forage base to maintain good growth rates. Thus we
would not recommend introducing them any place wherg they could
have access to good trout or salmen waters. Our philosophy on
the introduction of an exotic species is that it must have a very
high potential for improving sport fishing and almost no potential
for damaging native game £fish species. We do not believe the
walleye can meet those criteria in good trout waters.

Sincerely,

Sttt bedoi

Arthur N. Whitney
Administrator' .
Fisheries Division

ANW/bjm
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1420 East 6th Avenue
Helena, Montana 59620
March 3, 1982

Mr. George L. Korb
370 North Miller Avenue
Burley, Idaho 83318

Dear Mr. Korb:

Montana has no waters that afford both good walleye and gocd
trout fishing. For the most part we've introduced walleye only in
lakes and reservoirs that had no, or very few, trout in them to
begin with and that did not drain into good trout waters. The
only exception to this was the introduction of walleye into two
small run-of-the-river impoundments on the Missouri River near
Helena in the early 1930's. These two reservoirs have remained
good trout fisheries with stocking and the Missouri River between
Helena and Great Falls is an excellent trout stream sustained
through natural reproduction. Although an occasicnal walleye is
still taken in these reserveoirs no appreciable fishery for them
ever developed, apparently their survival and reproduction was
very marginal in those waters, which we now feel was perhaps for-
tunate for the trout fisherman. Walleye are very predacious and
will utilize any smaller f£ish for food. In the areas where we
have good numbers of walleye we have Jdifficulty maintaining a
sufficient forage base to maintain good growth rates. Thus we
would nct recommend introducing them any place where they could
have access to gocd trout or salmen waters. Our philosophy on
the intrcduction of an exotic species is that it must have a very
high potential for improving sport fishing and almost no potential
for damaging native game fish species. We do not believe the
walleve can meet those criteria in good trout waters.

Sincerely,

ot ot

Arthur N. Whitney
Administrator
Fisheries Division

ANW/b3im



x » STATE OF UTAH Scott M. Matheson, Governor
NATURAL RESOURCES & ENERGY Temple A. Reynolds, Executive Director
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1896 West North Tempile - Salt Lake City, UT 84116 - 801-533-9333

February 26, 1982

Mr. James F. Keating, Chief~.
Bureau of Fisheries

Idaho Department of Fish and Game
600 South Walnut, Box 25

Boise, Idaho 83707

Dear Jim:

Utah has only had limited experience with walleye fisheries and subsequently
has also only limited information. However, I will attempt to provide what
information we can as you requested.

l- A very limited walleye fishery has been present in Utah at least for the
past 25 years.

2~ The distribution at the present time is limited, but we have made some
effort, and may expand this effort, to increase walleye fisheries in the

future. Basically, in Utah they are confined to two large bodies of water;
namely, Utah Lake and Lake Powell. They have a combined surface area of

248,000 acres. Limited fisheries exist in Yuba Reservoir (11,000 acres) and

were recently introduced into Starvation Reservoir (7,184 acres) and 5 or 6 miles
in the Bear River below Cutler Reservoir.

3~ 1In all of the waters mentioned above, with the possible exception of

Lake Powell, we have yet to develop a fishery of a quality which will attract
considerable angler use. Basically, the-mest fishing pressure for walleye in
those waters is directly related to relatively low population numbers and,
thus, limited rate of success. To a lesser degree, catchability of walleyes
may also be a factor. In Lake Powell, a large population of walleye have
developed entirely from natural reproduction. A very limited number of wall-
eye were in the Green and Colorado Rivers prior to impoundment of the Colorado River
and the development of Lake Powell. 1In this case, because of catchability,
angling pressure has been slow to develop. However, as the walleye populations
increased, anglers are now beginning to learn techniques for the taking of
walleye and fishing pressure is increasing. We expect in future years that it
will gain considerable popularity.

Board/Warren T. Harward, Chairman « L. S. Skaggs + Lewis C. Smith « Jack T. World » Roy L. Young

an 2aual cpporunity empicver . cledse recye'e oarer
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4- Tt has been our experience that walleye will take practically any species
of fish which are available to them until their size prevents foraging. I
suspect the main problem will be, if a good walleye population is developed,

to maintain a suitable forage base. Our experience indicates the Utah chub’

is incapable of maintaining themselves in the face of a substantial walleye
population. In Lake Powell, we are fortunate to have water temperatures suit-
able to maintain a relatively large threadfin shad population and, as of this
date, do not have an obvious forage base problem. However, we are beginning

to suspect that they may be influencing the black bass and crappie populations.
We have not introduced walleye and salmonid together because we feel salmonids
could not compete with walleye. This probably would be the case even if catch-
able size salmonids were introduced if the walleye population was composed of

a reasonably large number of walleye three years or older. As indicated in
question 4, we may be having some adverse competition with sun fishes in

Lake Powell as well as crappie. Utah streams do not particularly appear
adapted for walleye and even though they are present in the Green and Colorado
Rivers there numbers are so low that they are not in any way a limiting factor
on other fish populations. I indicated earlier that we are looking at perhaps
expanding our walleye program. We are looking at those so-called 'cool" waters
which are really not suitable for trout nor are they really suitable for warmwater
fisheries such as bass, bluegill, crappie, etc.

I realize the above comments are rather limited, but perhaps they may be of some
value in determining the course Idaho will follow.

Since

Don Andriano
Chief of Fisheries

DA:bbc
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March 8, 1982

Mr. James F. Keating, Chief
Bureau of Fisheries

Idaho Department of Fish and Game
P. 0. Box 25

Boise, ldaho 83707

Dear Mr. Keating:

Vle are pleased to respond to your request for information concerning our
walleye fisheries and our experience with them. But first, let me give you
a general overview of New Mexico's fisheries - in case you are not familiar
with our State. We have five major river systems draining the State - the
San Juan and Gila rivers are part of the Colorado system and do not contain
walleye in New Mexico; the Rio Grande, our major river, drains south out of
Colorado the length of the State and on into Texas and its major tributary
(which occurs in Texas); the Pecos River; and then the Canadian River which
drains east into Texas. All of these major river systems have waters which
contain walleye, usually in the lower ends of the drainage. Our trout waters
are concentrated in the northern part of the State and, of course, in the
high country in the southern part.

We have 40 odd vears' experience with walleye and during that time have ex-
panded their range into all of the major warm-water fisheries in the State.
As New Mexico is a water limited state, it is fairly easy to answer your
second question by referring to the attached table. Additions to the at-
tached table would be very limited walleye fisheries in downstream reaches
below the reservoirs listed. The only exception to that would be Cochiti
Reservoir, which is an impoundment on the main stem of the Rio Grande in
which introduced walleye could move upstream into Colorado. However, this
fisheries is relatively new and we do not possess any information on upstream
movements, if any.

Questions 3 and 4 are generally answered in the attached table but to §ddress
the quality or satisfaction, generally our anglers who catch walleye like
them. We occasionally receive complaints that walleve '"'eat up all the
crappie' or ''are hurting the bass, et cetera''. | am sure you haYe heard the
same type of complaints with walleye or other species. Their primary forage
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is gizzard shad. Threadfin shad have recently been introduced into Elephant
Butte and subsequently downstream to Cabailo and are now one of the primary
prey species in those reservoirs. Two lakes with walleye in which shad do
not occur are Cochiti and Clayton. The diet at Cochiti is questionable at
this time but probably consists of small centrarchids, ‘chubs, suckers, and
possibly small catfish.

The one lake on the attached table which is a trout water, Clayton Lake, has
contained walleye for about 20 years. However, in 1981, due to the poor
contribution to the fishery, it was recommended by the area fish manager
that we reduce the walleye population, at least the large 6+-pound individ-
uals. A public meeting to discuss this recommendation indicated no opposi-
tion and in fact, nearly complete agreement from the angling public (they
want to catch trout). As we conduct a walleye spawning operation every year
and have for the past 14 years, we included Clayton Lake in the operations
during 1981. All walleye caught for this spawning operation were removed
from the lake.

We are taking the liberty of responding to question six for Oregon-Washington
only. We have resisted stocking walleye in salmonid waters. In one water

in particular, our reasoning has been that we feel that they would severely
impact the salmonid fishery by several means: (1) they will prey on salmonids
in addition to target prey species, in this case white suckers; (2) they are
higher on the food chain than salmonids; (3) there is the potential for an
excellent reproducing population of walleye which would not contribute to

the fishery in proportion to their population; (4) they could also move down-
stream into two more reservoirs with the possibility of movement into 40
miles of trout stream; and (5) probably the main reason, we can produce more
fish and angler days with salmonids than we can with walleye (plus 80% of

our fishermen fish for trout).

Additionally, we have two case histories that may be of value in your deter-
minations. One deals with a 150-acre lake in which white suckers were a
problem. Northern pike were introduced and this particular lake is now
basically a northern pike only fishery. They did control the suckers but
they also controlled the trout. Case number two is a Department-owned, 300-
acre lake with a substantial population of yellow perch. For the past several
vears, we have undertaken netting operations to determine the effect of re-
moval of thousands of these yellow perch on the trout population. | have
attached the latest report on this lake.

If | can be of further assistance, please do not hesitate to contact me.
Sincerely,

Harold F. Olson, Director

~ =
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By: Richard N. McCleskey
.—- Chief of Fisheries
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Generalized ratings of walleye fisheries in New Mexico. Estimated angler days and harvest are for 1978. Angler days
are fishing effort for all species in Take and not just walleye - (.000) average catch of walleye per angler day.

Estimated Number overall
water X Estimated Angler|walleye Harvested General Status of Rating of
(Reservoirs) | Size (Acres) Days (1978) (1978) Primary Forage walleye Population|walleye Fishery
Elephant Butte 12,000 83.296 1.533 Gizzard shad Good Poor
(.018) Threadfin shad
Caballo 3,000 29,994 2,619 Gizzard shad Fair Fair
(.087) Threadfin shad
Conchas 8,000 34,552 20,739 Gizzard shad Excellent Excellent
(.600)
Ute 4,000 60,171 15,512 Gizzard shad Excellent verv Good
(.258)
Sumner 1,200 10,091 1,200 Gizzard shad Fair Good
(.119)
McMiTTlan 800 2,289 0 Gizzard shad Poor Poor
0
Cochiti 1,200 33,626 3,713 ? Good Good
(.110)
Clayton 100 8,013 292 sunfish Good Poor
(.036) Rainbow

Catfish




STATE OF COLORADO
Richard D. Lamm, Governor
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

DIVISION OF WILDLIFE

Jack R. Grieb, Director
8060 Broadway
Denver, Colorado 80216 (825-1192)

April 20, 1982

James Keating

Chief of the Bureau of Fishery
Idaho Department of Fish and Game
600 South Walnut

Box 25

Boise, Idaho 83707

Dear Mr. Keating:

Your letter of February 18, 1982, investigating the advisability of expanding
the range of walleye in Idaho has been forwarded to me for answering. Colorado
has a very active walleye management program. This fish, introduced into the
state in 1950, has become a very popular fishing target. Currently the walleye
can be found in about 40 waters on the east side of the Continental Divide in
Colorado. In addition, the fish has been stocked on a limited basis in impound-
ments on the western side of the Continental Divide. Total acreage involved

is approximately 35 thousand acres. No walleye populations are maintained in
streams.

Walleye in many situations in Colorado do not reproduce. To maintain the
populations supplemental stocks of fry are introduced on a yearly basis.

The walleye is a popular species. However, when walleye are introduced into a
body of water there is generally a decline in the panfish fishery. Total catch
rate usually decline.

The gizzard shad and the yellow perch are the primary forage species upon which
walleye prey. The Division of Wildlife has no information pertaining to the
competition of the salmonids and walleye since we do not stock them into trout
waters.

I hope this information is of some benefit to you.

Singgrely, Py

JOHN WOODLING
" Wildlife Progrma Specialist

JW/w L
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES, Monte Pascoe, Executive Director « WILDLIFE COMMISSION, Donald Fernandez. Chairman

James Smith, Vice Chairman e Richard Divelbiss, Secretary « Jean K. Tool, Member ¢ James C. Kennedy. Member
Michael Highee, Member » Sam Caudill, Member » Wilbur Redden, Member
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Mr. James Keating

Chief of Fisheries

Idaho Department of Fish and Game
Box 25

Boise, Idaho 83707

Dear Mr. Keating:

In response to your letter of February 18, 1982, concerning the distribution of
walleye in the State of Wyoming, we have put together the following information:

Walleye were first stocked in Wyoming in 1936 but apparently the plant did not
take. They were restocked again in 1943 and 1946 and have contributed to the
fishery in the state ever since. We presently have a yearly walleye stocking
program where anywhere from 10 to 40 million walleye fry are released in
reservoirs where established walleye populations are present. We have been
stocking some of our larger reservoirs on a two to three year rotation basis.
We presently have some studies going evaluating the most effective stocking,
whether it be one or two years with a rest period, or yearly. To date we
have no information concerning the effectiveness of this program, however,

the State of Colorado has developed a program along these lines and should have
some information that is either published or will be soomn.

Walleye in the State are found in the Big Horn, Powder, Platte River drainages.
Presently they do not occur in the Green River or Snake River drainages. We
estimate that lakes comprising a total of approximately 99,000 surface acres
have substantial walleye populations. Most of these are large reservoirs on
the Platte and Big Horn rivers. We also estimate that walleye are present in
approximately 594 miles of stream. While in many areas river populations seem
to fluctuate during spawning runs upstream from large reservoirs, there are
definitely resident walleye populations which have established in rivers,
particularly in the Platte.

Either on their own or with the help of fishermen, the populations are expanding.
I might add, in most cases, much to our dismay. Anglers who fish for walleye
and are schooled in methods to catch them are generally very well satisfied

with the quality. They think they are excellent eating and expound the merits
at great length. However, in the State of Wyoming these anglers are relatively
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few and far-.between and most of our fishing populace is orientated more toward
the salmonid species. There are only two major reservoirs in the state where
the walleyes support the majority of the fishing and angling is specifically
directed at them. In these areas the catch rates have remained relatively
high and the walleye definitely fills a void, at least with our' current
management program. However, if the walleye were not present, we would
probably manage the reservoirs with extensive fingerling rainbow plants and
would probably please a broader spectrum of fishermen within the state.

One of the big problems we have been having with walleye, particularly in the
Seminoe Reservoir, is the fact that they have wiped out the natural forage
species that were available and growth rates have slowed considerably. We are
presently experimenting with different forage species primarily shad, emerald
shiner, spottail shiner to see if we can fill this void. While we have had
some positive results, as of yet our success has not been particularly notable.

In any reservoir that was originally stocked with salmonids, the competition
with the walleye or possibly lack of competition, since the salmonids appear

to be quickly eaten, have required a complete revision of our management plans.
On some of these lakes it is completely impractical now to stock fingerling
trout because returns to the creel are extremely low. This is almost certain

in most instances to be a direct result of walleye predation. I cannot think
of a single place where I consider a walleye fishery and a trout fishery as
being compatible. There are some where they are maintained together but without
the walleye I feel assured that the trout fishing would be much better. As

I've stated previously, there are also several reservoirs where we have had to
stop stocking trout completely because of poor returns. We have a major study
presently going on Seminoe Reservoir trying to evaluate the size and stocking
time on trout species to avoid as much of the problem walleye predation as
possible. Walleye in the river systems, particularly the Platte, are not having
as direct an effect on trout fishery as in the reservoirs. However, we feel
predation does occur and they are not adding anything to the fishery in these
circumstances.

In a very brief summary let me say that in my opinion in any water that you have
intention of managing for a salmonid population, you would be better off

without walleye being present. This must be becoming quite an issue in the

State of Idaho since we've received a couple of letters from the public concerning
our walleye management plan. I responded to one of these a couple of weeks ago
and sent a copy of my response to Jerry Conley. He should have it if he hasn't
already forwarded it om to you.

If we can be of anymore help, please let us know.

Sincerely,

Joseph R. White
Chief, Fish Division
JRW/jp
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September 21, 1982

David W. Ortmann, Fishery Research Supv.
Idaho Department of Fish & Game

600 S. Walnut

Boise, Idaho 83707

Dear Mr. Ortmann:

In response to your letter of September 7, 1982, I did study the feeding
ecology and life history of the Columbia River walleye in 1980-1981. I found
that walleye stomachs contained over 99% by volume of fish and that the single
most important food item was sculpins (23-34% by volume), followed by two
species of suckers (33-39% combined volumes), cyprinids (15-34%), and salmonids,
primarily chinook (4-6%). I believe that salmonids are buffered by an abundance
of alternate prey and by a spatial separation from feeding walleye due to
differing responses to dimming light. Walleye are crepuscular feeders, and
the primary prey listed above tend to settle on the bottom and become inactive
in dimming 1ight. Juvenile salmonids, on the other hand, rise to the surface
and actively swim downstream in dimming light. I have also found that this
walleye population has_growth rates (743 mm TL at age 8) and fecundity (82,900
eggs x kg body weight’1) which are among the highest previously reported. I
believe that these factors are the result of optimal water temperatures and a
nonlimiting food supply.

It is difficult to unequivocally state whether or not walleye will have
an adverse effect on anadromous salmonids as we do not have a walleye population
estimate and it appears that the population is still growing at this time. If
this is true, and the walleye population outstrips the current prey base, I
would expect them to become a more serious predator of salmonids.

I hope that this information will help you. If you need additional
information, please contact me. You might also contact Jerry Grey, USFWS,
Cook, Washington, who is supervising a continuing study of walleye and squaw-
fish predation in the Columbia River.

Sincerely,

Alec G. Maule

AGM:ah



